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is quietly starting another major expan. 
sion of the Armed Forces. By the end 
of the year the 280,000-:m.an force cur
rently in South Vietnam will have in
creased to 375,000 by yearend and to 
425,000 by next spring. 

The Times itself in the same edition 
said supply problems in Vietnam are be
ing overcome. But it added that lack of 
candor by the Johnson administration 
and the attempt to hide problems is un
fair to the military. 

CASE lli 

The Scripps-Howard roundup which 
appeared in the June 4 Washington Daily 
News said the Johnson administration 
has a hush-hush policy on prices. ·It said 
Cabinet members, economists, statisti
cians all have been told to soft-pedal 
prices and inflation which this newspaper 
-pointed out are political dynamite. 

CASE IV 

According to a recent report of the 
Senate minority policy committee, the 
civil service retirement fund has $15 
billion in investments. Income from 
this investment, plus Government con
tributions, keep the outgo current, but 
by 1970 the outflow will exceed cash re
ceipts. On an accrual basis, there is an 
arrearage in the capital account of about 
$40 billion. Congress is obligated to vote 
funds to pay retirement benefits to civil 
employees. 

CASE V 

Under the title of "Politics in Poverty," 
the July 1 Washington Daily News de-

SENATE 
THURSDAY, JULY 14, 1966 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a.m., and 
was called to order by the Vice Presi
dent. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Almighty God, so teach us to number 
our days, that we may apply our hearts 
unto wisdom. 

Let Thy work appear unto Thy serv
ants, and Thy glory unto Thy children. 

And let the beauty of the Lord our God 
be upon us: and establish Thou the work 
of our hands upon us; yea, the work of 
our hands establish Thou it. 

For the Lord is my light and my sal
vation; whom shall I tear? The Lord 
is the strength of my life; of whom shall 
I be atraid? 

Though an host should encamp against 
me, my heart shall not tear; though war 
should rise against me, in this will I be 
confident. 

For in the time of trouble He shall 
hide me in His pavilion: in the secret of 
His tabernacle shall He hide me; He 
shall set me up upon a rock. 

Teach me Thy way, 0 Lord, and lead 
me in a plain path. 

For I had fainted, unless I had be
lieved to see the goodness of the Lord 
in the land of the living. 

scribed job security in a -federally 
financed Kentucky coal area poverty 
program as conditioned on political kin
ships or economic interest to the county's 
Democratic courthouse machine. 

CASE VI 

Arthur Sylvester, Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, according to a letter pub
lished in the Nation, berated a Washing
ton, D.C., professor who in a broadcast 
pointed out that weekly figures on Amer
ican deaths in Vietnam do not include 
casualties from disease, air accidents, 
and the like. In the past, when Sylvester 
did not approve of newsmen he threat
ened to go to their editors; in this case 
he carried his protest to the president of 
the university where the professor 
teaches. 

CASE VII 

The Department of Agriculture placed 
a rush order for 2,900 special typewriters 
which cost more than $500 each. Due to 
the rush, the Department was spending 
$1,500,000, or $500,000 more than the 
cost would have been if it had taken 
competitive bids. 

According to the Agricultural Stabili
zation Service the rush was to meet a 
deadline of January 1, 1967, for reporting 
of farmers' payments. What the ·De
partment overlooked was that an amend
ment establishing the deadline had been 
defeated and was not in the law. 

CASE VIn 

Not long ago an article in U.S. News& . 
World Report said antipoverty functs 

Wait on the Lord: be of good courage, 
and He shall strengthen thine heart. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes
day, July 13, 1966, was dispensed with. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 
EXCEPTION OF REAL PROPERTY OWNED BY NEW 

ZEALAND FRoM PROVISIONS OF CERTAIN LAWS 
RELATING TO LOCATIO!f IN THE DISTRICT OP 
CoLUMBIA 

A letter from the Secretary of State, trans
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to 
except real property owned by the Govern
ment of New Zealand from the provisions of 
certain laws regulating the location of 
chanceries and other business offices of for
eign governments in the District of Columbia 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 
PROpOSED LEGISLATION RELATING TO DISTRICT 

OF COLUMBIA 

..,_letter from the PresidenJ;, Board of Com
missioners, District o! Columbia, transmit
ting a draft of proposed legislation to au
thorize the Commissioners o! the District o! 
Columbia to lease airspace in freeway rights-

granted to Syracuse University were 
used, in part, to hire baby sitters and pay 
taxi fares to transfer people from heavy 
Democratic public housing .areas to voter 
registration centers in the city. 

CASE IX 

A recent Gallup poll reported that 41 
percent of the population lists crime as 
the greatest domestic problem in Amer
ica. Some 51 percent of those polled be
lieve that the problem had worsened in 
the last 5 years. 

Statistics bear out this worry. In are
port on June 20, 1966, the U.S. Depart
ment of Justice revealed that crime in
creased 6 percent in the first 3 months of 
1966. The increase was led by a 14-per
cent rise in forcible rape, 11-percent rise 
in larceny, 9 percent in aggravated as
sault, 5 percent in auto theft, with mur
der, robbery, and burglary each chalking 
up 4-percent gains. 

CASE X 

An editorial in the June issue of a tr.ade 
magazine, Welding Engineer, mentions a 
program of the Federal Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity. It criticizes the pro
gram's cost of $16,000 to train four wel
ders but especially is critical because the 
students only received training in one 
kind of welding. It points this up as an 
example of Government getting into 
some areas .about which it knows little or 
nothing, and wonders wl:ly a welding 
school has to be set up in a city that al
ready has two of the best privately oper
ated welliing schools with experienced 
teachers in the country. 

of-way within the District of Columbia, and 
for other purposes (with an accompaning 
paper); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

'REPORT OM' ACTIVITIES UNDER FEDERAL PROP
ERTY AND .ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT OF 
1949 
A letter from the Acting Secretary of State, 

transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
that Department's activities under the Fed
eral Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, for the calendar· year 1965 (with 
an accompanying report) ; to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 
REPORT ON THIRD DIVISION, RIVERTON RECLA

MATION PROJECT, WYOMING 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, reporting, pursuant to law, on 
the third division of the Riverton reclama
tion project, Wyoming; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular A1fairs. 
REPORT ON EXAMINATION OF ACCOUNTS OF NA

TIONAL COUNCIL ON RADIATION PROTECTION 
AND MEASUREMENTS 

A letter !rom the General Counsel for the 
National Council on Radiation Protection and 
Measurements, Washington, D.C., transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report on examina
tion of the accounts of that Council, dated 
December 31, 1965 (with an accompanying 
report); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
REPORT OF DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA-

TION, AND WELFARE 

A letter from the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report of that Department for the 
fiscal year 1965 (with an accompanying re
port); to the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare. 
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PETITION 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the letter of Albert Archibald, of 
Martinsburg, W. Va., expressing con
dolences relating to the illness of Hon
orable Harry Flood Byrd, Sr.; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

BILLS AND jOINT RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED 

Bills and joint resolutions were intro
duced, read the first time, and, by unan
imous consent, the second time, and re
ferred as fpllows: 

By Mr. HILL: 
S. 3615. A bill for the relief of Desire V. 

Vanderhoeven; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BAYH: 
s. 3616. A blll to amend the Uniform Time 

Act in order to allow an option in the adop
tion of advanced time in certain cases; to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

(See the remarks of Mr. BAYH when he in
troduced the above bill, which appear under 
a separate heading.) 

By Mr. PROXMIRE: 
S.J. Res. 175. Joint resolution to designate 

the period beginning November 27, 1966, and 
ending December 1, 1966, as "National Dairy 
Farmers Cooperatives Week"; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. PROXMmE when 
he introduced the above joint resolution, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. PELL (for himself and Mr. 
PASTORE): 

S.J. Res. 176. Joint resolution to provide 
tor designation of the U.S. Veterans' Ad
ministration hospital at Providence, R.I., as 
the "Theodore Francis Green Memorial Hos
pital"; to the Committee on Labor and Pub
lic Welfare. 

(See the remarks of Mr. PELL when he in
troduced the above bill, which appear under 
a separate heading.) 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
LOCATION OR TRANSFER OF 

FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 
Mr. MILLER (for himself and Mr. 

LAuscHE) submitted a concurrent reso
lution <S. Con. Res. 101) to provide for 
use of a majot factor of avoiding prob
lems of heavy population concentrations 
in the location of Federal Government 
activities and in Federal Government 
purchasing and contracting, which was· 
referred to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

<See the above concurrent resolution 
printed in full when submitted by Mr. 
MILLER, which appears under a separate 
heading.) 

RESOLUTION 
CREATION OF A COMMITTEE ON 

INTELLIGENCE OPERATIONS 
Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee 

on Foreign Relations, reported an orig
inal resolution <S. Res. 283) creating a 
Committee on Intelligence. Operations, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services, and submitted a report 
(No. 1371) thereon. 

(See the above resolution printed in 
full When reported by Mr. FuLBRIGHT~ 
which appears under a separate head
ing.) 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there be a 
brief morning hour on matters other 
than the announced business this morn
ing, and with a time limitation of 3 
minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi
dent, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 
That does not refer to any discussion 
that might occur on any point of order 
that might be made. Is that correct? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. ,The Senator 
is correct. Just routine morning busi
ness. 

Is there morning business? 

THE TIME ACT OF 1966 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I intro
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to 
amend the Uniform Time Act of 1966 
in order to permit those States now di
vided by two or more time zones to exer
cise some option in its application. 

This bill would not detract in any 
major way from the basic principle of 
uniformity established by the recent 
Time Act. Its only purpose would be to 
eliminate the difficult and unfair circum
stances which result from applying the 
act to States bisected by time zone lines. 

There are 13 States which are cut into 
parts by time zone lines. For example, 
at the present time the boundary line 
between central time and eastern time 
runs almost through the center of the 
States of Indiana, Kentucky, and Ten
nessee; it also separates Michigan's Up
·per Peninsula from the rest of the State, 
and goes through the western tip of 
Florida. 

Furthermore, the line between moun
tain and central time bisects South Da
kota and Nebraska, and slices across the 
southwest corner of North Dakota ·and 
the western part of Kansas. The boun
dary line between Pacific time and moun
tain time separates portions of Idaho, 
Oregon, and Utah; even Salt Lake City 
and the Great Salt Lake are in different 
time zones. The most extreme case is 
that of Alaska which is in four time 
zones: Pacific, Yukon, Alaska, and 
Bering. 

All of these time lines, which were es
tablished by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission after investigation, hearings 
and negotiations, have been designed to 
minimize the problems resulting from 
time differentials. The line through my 
own State of Indiana had to be drawn 
carefully to avoid splitting metropolitan 
areas. 

The bill which I am introducing today 
will make it much more feasible for 
bisected States to operate under the new 
Time Act. Under present provisions of 
the Time Act of 1966, the decision to 
adopt daylight saving time or to remain 
on standard time must be made for en
tire State. This will in some cases result 
in great hardship and confusion, espe
cially in those sections of. a State which 
are part of a large metropolitan area cen
tered in an adjoining State. Under my 
amendment, that decision could be made 

separately for each portion of a State 
bisected by a time line. 

Let me emphasize that other States 
would not be ·affected and that bisected 
States would not be exempted from ariy 
other provision of the Time Act. It 
would require bisected States to com
mence and end daylight time on the same 
dates as all' other States. It would not 
authorize any form of local political 
option for a city, a county, or any other 
such subdivision. To the contrary, the 
phrase "including all political subdivi
sions thereof," which makes the Time 
Act applicable to an entire State, would 
remain in the act. 

The bill is not designed to exempt po
litical or governmental subdivisions of 
any kind; rather, it would permit re
moval of the time zones as such from 
only one of the act's many requirements. 
Its scope Is much narrower than those 
amendments which were presented to 
Congress during consideration of the 
Time Act. It will apply in only a few 
instances, and will not detract from na
tional time uniformity. 

The difficulties which will face Indiana 
and other States under the present pro
visions of the Time Act are not products 
of isolation. They will be caused by their 
unavoidable and significant economic 
and social ties to sister States. An 
amendment recognizing the indivisible 
relations between one part of a biseCted 
State and its neighbors would allow 
choices which can only increase joint, 
interstate time coordination. 

Mr. President, the diversity of our Na
tion often requires that we take different 
paths to reach common goals. A coordi
nated national time system is indeed a 
worthy goal, but to ignore the different 
ways in which time zones affect individ
ual States could produce a stifling uri.i
formity that might prevent further de
velopment of a · coordinated national 
time system. Recognition of the spe
cialized problems presented by that 
group of States divided by time zone lines 
is but one more recognition of the diver
sity of our States. It is also a recogni
tion of the principle that true national 
policy comes best from coordinating the 
Nation's diversity, not stifling it. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Prest~ 
dent, that this bill be printed in full at 
the end of my remarks. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred; 
and, without objection, the bill will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 3616) to amend the Uni
form Time Act in order to allow an optimi 
in the adoption of advanced time in cer
tain cases, introduced by Mr. BAYH, was 
received, read twice by its title, referred 
to the Committee on Commerce, and or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

8.3616 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That .section 
3(a) o! the Uniform Time Act of 1966 is 
amended by inserting after "including all 
political subdivisions thereof" the following: 
"other than in the case of a State with parts 
thereof in different time zones which State 
may so exempt one or more such parts". 
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NATIONAL DAIRY FARMERS 
COOPERATIVES WEEK 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, to
day I introduce, for appropriate refer
ence, legislation providing for a National 
Dairy Farmers Cooperatives Week in 
commemoration of the 50th anniversary 
of the National Milk Producers Federa
tion. 

The Nation's dairy farmers are the 
most efficient single group of agricultural 
producers in the Nation today. Much of 
this efficiency in production can be at
tributed to the giant strides made by 
dairy cooperatives in spreading techno
logical know-how among farmer mem
bers. 

Even more important, dairy coopera
tives have done a magnificent job over 
the years of helping the dairy farmer to 
raise his income. Despite long hours of 
work and high capital investment, the 
Nation's dairy farmer gets a pitifully low 
return on his dollar. Without dairy co
operatives the return would be much 
lower. 

The consumer has a particular reason 
for being grateful to the dairy coopera
tive movement. Dairy cooperatives have 
insured the consumer of a constant sup
ply of ''nature's perfect food" at reason
able cost. They have done this by fight
ing low dairy prices--prices that might 
cause many a dairy farmer to stop pro
ducing milk-while at the same time em
phasizing greater efficiency on the dairy 
farm. 

I am very hopeful that the Senate w111 
express its appreciation of the job being 
done by the cooperative movement by 
passing this joint resolution. 

The ~ICE PRESIDENT. The joint 
resolution will be received and appropri
ately referred. 

The joint resolution <S.J. Res. 175) to 
designate the period beginning November 
27, 1966, and ending December 1, 1966, 
as "National Dairy Farmers Cooperatives 
Week," introduced by Mr. PROXMIRE, was 
received, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

DESIGNATION OF VETERANS' AD
MINISTRATION HOSPITAL AT 
PROVIDENCE, R.I., AS THE "THEO
DORE FRANCIS GREEN MEMORIAL 
HOSPITAL" 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, on behalf 

of myself and the senior Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE], I in
troduce, for appropriate reference, a 
joint resolution which would designate 
the U.S. Veterans' Administration hos
pital at Providence, R.I., as the 
"Theodore Francis Green Memorial 
Hospital." 

This joint resolution would be a most 
fitting tribute to my distinguished prede
cessor in this Chamber who died last 
month at the age of 99 after achieving a 
remarkable record as the oldest man ever 
to serve in the U.S. Congress. 

Theodore Francis Green will long be 
remembered as a statesman and a patriot 
who understood the realities of interna
tional power and who knew at firsthand 

the perils and price of military service. 
It is therefore appropriate that we com
memorate him by designating a veterans 
hospital in his name. 

As a young man he raised his own 
company in the Spanish-American War, 
thus beginning his career in public affairs 
on a singularly patriotic note. Some 
years later, as a Member of the Senate, 
he was instrumental in establishing the 
Navy base at Quonset Point on the east
ern shores of Narragansett Bay. He was 
also instrumental in establishing in 
Rhode Island the Veterans' Administra
tion hospital which by the terms of this 
Senate joint resolution, would be desig
nated by his name. 

Mr. President, I am aware that it is 
the practice of the Veterans' Administra
tion to defer to the wishes of Congress 
in giving such designations to hospitals, 
rather than to do so by administrative 
action. At least two VA hospitals have 
been so designated by specific legislative 
directives: the Franklin Delano Roose
velt Hospital at Montrose, N.Y., and the 
Royal C. Johnson Veterans' Memorial 
Hospital at Sioux Falls, S.Dak. In addi
tion, I am advised, there are the John J. 
Cochran Veterans Hospital in St. Louis, 
Mo., and the Edward Hines Veterans 
Memorial Hospital in Hines, Ill. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that the 
memory and record of Theodore Francis 
Green clearly merits this sort of com
memoration and that the Providence 
hospital, designated by his name, should 
be added to this list. I hope the Senate 
w111 join me in honoring one of its great 
members and give early consideration to 
the resolution. 

I ask unanimous consent that the joint 
resolution be printed in the RECORD at 
this point, along with a letter from Car
mine V. Rivera, of Rhode Island, national 
vice president of the National Associa
tion of Government Employees, who first 
suggested the idea embodied in this joint 
resolution; and also a letter from W. J. 
Driver, Administrator of the Veterans' 
Administration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint 
resolution will be received and appro
priately referred; and, without objec
tion, the joint resolution and letters will 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The joint resolution <S.J. Res. 176) to 
provide for designation of the U.S. Vet
erans' Administration hospital at Provi
dence, R.I., as the "Theodore Francis 
Green Memorial Hospital," introduced 
by Mr. PELL (for himself and Mr. PAs
TORE), was received, read twice by its 
title, referred to the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare, and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 176 
Resolved by the senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the Veterans' 
Administration hospital, located at Provi
dence, Rhode Island, shall hereafter be 
known and designated on the public records 
as the "Theodore Francis Green Memorial 
Hospital", and any law, regulation, docu
ment, or rooord of the United States in which 
such hospital is designated or referred to 
shall be held to refer to such hospital under 
and by the name of "Theodore Francis Green 
Memorial Hospital". 

The letters, presented by Mr. PELL, are 
as follows: 

Hon. CLAIBORNE PELL, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

JUNE 6, 1966. 

DEAR SENATOR PELL: Thank you for the 
opportunity extended by your letter of May 
27th, 1966, to comment on a suggestion by 
Mr. Carmine V. Rivera, National Vice Presi
dent of the National Association of Govern
ment Employees, that the Veterans Admin
istration Hospital in Providence, Rhode Is
land, be designated as the Theodore Francis 
Green Memorial Hospital. 

Senator Green had a distinguished career 
of public service, most notably as a Senator 
from Rhode Island for many years. We fully 
appreciate the importance of paying due 
homage to this outstanding statesman. I 
must tell you, however, that the Veterans 
Administration has long followed a policy of 
naming its hospitals for the city or town in 
or near which they are located. That policy 
was adopted after considering suggestions 
that the hospitals be named for prominent 
doctors, Congressional Medal of Honor win
ners, and other individuals. It was realized 
that a fair basis of selection would be diffi
cult, that controversy would result, and that 
persons or organizations whose candidates 
were not chosen would be disappointed. 

Hospitals named by Congress, of course, are 
not subject to the mentioned administrative 
policy, and two have been named by legisla
tive directives. They are the Royal C. John
son Veterans Memorial Hospital and the 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Hospital, both of 
which were named by public laws enacted in 
1945. 

It has been our position in reporting on 
bills to name hospitals after individuals to 
point out our administrative policy and defer 
to the Congress on the propriety of legislative 
action. 

We hope that this informaton will help 
you in your consideration of Mr. Rivera's 
suggestion. 

Sincerely, 

Hon. CLAIBORNE PELL, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

W. J. DRIVER, 
Administrator. 

MAY 19, 1966. 

MY DEAR SENATOR PELL: The passing away 
of the Honorable Theodore Francis Green 
was indeed a great loss to all those who loved 
him, not only in our state of Rhode Island 
but throughout the country. 

We in Rhode Island wlll always be grateful 
to this dedicated man for his tremendous ac
complishments during his tenure of office, 
particularly while he represented our state as 
a United States Senator. 

We all know that the late distinguished 
gentleman was instrumental in bringing to 
Rhode Island the Veterans Administration 
Hospital, as well as naval establishments and 
other Federal agencies. Therefore, I strongly 
recommend that the entire Rhode Island 
Congressional Deleg-ation immediately intro
duce legislation designating the Veterans 
Administration Hospital in Providence as the 
Theodore Francis Green Memorial Hospital. 

With warm kind regards. 
Sincerely yours, 

CARMINE V. RIVERA. 

LOCATION OR TRANSFER OF 
FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I submit 
a concurrent resolution by the senior 
'Senator from Ohio and myself, ask to 
have it printed, and lie on the desk 
through the close of business on the 25th 
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of July, and fl.lrther, that a joint state
ment by Senator LAuscHE and myself be 
placed in the RECORD as if read immedi
ately following the printing of the con
current resolution in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The concur
rent resolution will be received and 
appropriately referred; and, without 
objection, the concurrent resolution will -
be printed in the RECORD and will lie at 
the desk as requested by the Senator 
from Iowa, and the joint statement will 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The concurrent resolution <S. Con. 
Res. 101) was referred to the Commit
tee on Government Operations, as fol
lows: 

S. CoN. REs. 101 
Whereas heavy concentrations of popula

tion are causing a proll!eration of social and 
economic problems which tend to deprive 
numerous citizens of an opportunity for 
wholesome living for themselves and their 
families; and 

Whereas unrestrained commercial and 
popUlation expansions will result in rapid 
increases and concentrations of municipal 
refuse, of agricultural solid waste, of smog
producing hydrocarbons, of nitrogen oxides, 
and in a rapidly increasing concentration of 
population; and 

Whereas the location of sites for activities 
of the Federal Government and purchasing 
and contracting of the Federal Government, 
coupled with the mobility o{ our population, 
have caused and will continue to strongly 
1n1luence regional and local concentration 
of popUlation; and 

Whereas the rate of population growth of 
certain regions of the United States has been 
substantially lower than the national rate 
of population growth; and 

Whereas many such regions possess not 
only abundant resources for economic devel
opment but, equally important, unparal
leled opportunity for wholesome living for 
people who wish to remain or move into 
them: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of Congress 
that in the location or transfer of any Federal 
activity, or in the award of any Federal con
tract or subcontract (other than on a com
petitive bid basis), a major factor entering 
into the decision by the Federal Government 
shall be the promotion of a more orderly and 
equitable growth of the population of the 
various states and the areas within the sev
eral states to the end that problems of heavy 
concentrations of population will be avoided 
or minimized in order that more opportuni
ties for wholesome living Will be available to 
more people. 

The statement, presented by Mr. Mn:.. 
LER and Mr. LAUSCHE is as follows: 
JoiNT STATEMEKT BY SENATORS LAUSCHE AND 

MILLER 

The Federal Government spends between 
$16 and $20 billlon annually on research and 
development. 

Billions more are poured into defense and 
space related activities and installations. 

Yet, if one were to examine closely where 
these funds are being channelled, he would 
find that they are being concentrated in but 
a few states. 

He would find that: 
More than- 34 per cent of the Department 

of Health, Education and Welfare research 
and development funds are being earmarked 
for universities in New York, California and 
Massachusetts. 

More than 59 per cent of Atomic Energy 
Commission researc~ and development funds 
are being sent to universities in California 
and New Mexico. 

More than 69 per cent sf National Aero
nautics and Space Administration research 

and development funds are going to univer
sities in California. 

More than 37 per cent of National Science 
Foundation grants are going to universities 
in California, New York and Massachusetts. 

Anyone interested would further find that: 
Five states-California, New York, Texas, 

Connecticut and Massachusetts-were 
awarded in fiscal year 1965 close to 50 per 
cent of the $23.3 billion in Department of 
Defense prime contracts. A closer scrutiny 
would reveal that two-thirds of the total 
prime contracts went to only 10 states. 

An example of the inequities can be illus
trated in the case of Texas. In fiscal year 
1962, Texas was awarded military prime con
tracts in the amount of $1,006,000,000-four 
per cent of the national total. In fiscal year 
1965, this had grown to $1.5 billion or 6.2 
per cent of the national outlay. 

One State-California-was awarded nearly 
46 per cent of the $4.1 billion in National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration prime 
contracts. California, together with nine 
other states, accounted for close to 88 per 
cent of the total NASA prime contract 
awards. 

This distribution of funds is being made 
without regard to the promotion of a more 
orderly and eqUitable growth of population. 
It has spawned such unrestrained commer
cial and population expansions as in the case 
of California where, according to estimates, 
within the next 30 years there will be in
creases in municipal refuse of from 12 to 40 
million tons ... of agricultural solid waste of 
from 13 to 18 million tons ... of smog-pro
ducing hydrocarbons of from 7,345 to 9,095 
tons per day . . . and of nitrogen oxides of 
from 2,215 to 3,975 tons per day. And at the 
present rate of growth, California will have a 
population of 1.5 billion. 

These heavy concentrations of population 
are causing a proliferation of social and eco
nomic problems which tend to deprive nu
merous citizens of an opportunity for whole
some living for themselves and their families. 

Another effect of the maldistribution of 
federal government funds is its serious im
pact on the distribution of scientific, profes
fessional and educational talents. Skills of 
many regions are being transferred to other 
areas. 

It is estimated that the Midwest, for ex
ample, produces 40 per cent of the PhDs in 
science. Yet, because of the imbalance in 
federal fund distribution and the tendency 
to locate federal activities on each coast, 
the Midwest retains only about 25 per cent 
of them. 

Needless to say, as the Waterloo, Iowa, 
Courter expressed it in an editorial last 
April 11, "In a day when competitive in
dustry needs scientific research to survive, 
the uneven distribution of scientific brain
power must be a matter of concern." 

It went on to comment that the Midwest 
"particularly is at a disadvantage because 
of the great cost of training PhDs whose 
talents are then transferred to other States." 

When these talents are drained otl' from 
one· area, expansion of businesses and in
dustry is adversely affected. 

If the trend is not reversed, we soon will 
bave virtual "deserts" of scientific talent on 
the one hand and excessive concentrations 
of such talent on the other. 

As a step in the direction of decentral
ization of government expenditures, we are 
introducing today a concurrent resolution 
-making it the "sense of Congress" that there 
be a more eqt4.ltable distribution of federal 
government contracts and activities. 

The resolution sounds a warning on the 
"proliferation of social and economic prob
lems" being caused by heavy concentrations 
of population. 

And this is -so because "unrestrained com
mercial and population expansions" do result 
in a proliferation of the problems we now 
face, such as air and water pollution. 

It is also true that location of sites for 
activities of the federal government, coupled 
with the mobllit~ of our population,-strongly 
influences regional and local concentration of 
population. (Parenthetically, we might point 
out that employment in defense and space 
related industries in the State of Texas 
jumped from 65,300 in 1962 to 73,600 in 1964. 
And large increases were shown in 1965 and 
1966.) 

The resolution will provide our federal gov
ernment agencies with a new guideline to 
follow in the location of federal government 
activities and in the placement of federal 
government contracts, and the result will be 
a reversal of the serious and dangerous t~end 
towards undue population concentrations. 

DEPARTMENT OF 
APPROPRIATION 
AMENDMENTS 

AGRICULTURE 
BILL, 1967-

AMENDMENT NO. 646 

Mr. HART submitted amendments, in
tended to be proposed by him, to the bill 
<H.R. 14596) making appropriations for 
the Department of Agriculture and re
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1967, and for other purposes, 
which were ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

AMENDMENT OF TITLE 39, UNITED 
STATES CODE, RELATING TO 
MAILING PRIVILEGES OF MEM
BERS OF THE ARMED FORCES
AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT NO. 647 

Mr. PELL. ·Mr. President, I have 
heard of ·many cases which constitute 
real hardship amongst many of my con~ 
stituents who are sending parcels to their 
relatives serving in Vietnam. One 
mother, whose monthly income is less 
than $300 related to me that the cost of 
sending parcels to her son in Vietnam 
can reach $25 a month. I consider this 
a real economic hardship. -

At this time I am sending to the table 
an amendment to H.R. 13448 which is 
presently pending before the Senate Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee. The 
bill as it presently stands makes certain 
changes in the mailing privileges ac
corded to and for members of the U.S. 
Armed Forces and other Federal Gov
ernment personnel serving in a combat 
zone. My amendment would further 
liberalize those privileges. 

We all recognize the great morale fac
tor which the receipt of mail and pack
ages has to those who are serving their 
country in distant places. Mail is the 
only link with home and family. Most 
of us here can remember the anticipa
tion and the joy of opening packages 
which we received while serving in the 
military. Servicemen in Vietnam can 
receive no less pleasure at the receipt 
of mail and packages from their loved 
ones at home. Moreover, our young men 
in Vietnam are fighting a tough, danger
ous, and exceedingly disagreeable war 
·and are fighting this war with bravery 
and in the finest possible tradition of 
American manhood. The best we can 
do is to help them as much as we can. 
Furthermore, any burden upon the fam
ilies of our servicemen which hinders 
rather than encourages the . sending of 
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more packages and letters is also a bur~ 
den upon the military effort of our coun
try. 

As I stated, I am greatly concerned 
about the cost of mailing packages to 
citizens serving in Vietnam. Many 
Rhode Islanders and I am sure all Amer
icans, would like to increase the fre
quency of package mailing overseas. 
However, they find that due to cost, they 
cannot send as many packages as they 
desire. This obviously prevents the re
ceipt of much desired mail from home by 
serving personnel. 

To correct what I feel is an unneces
sary and unwanted obstacle to the 
morale of our servicemen in Vietnam, I 
have drafted an amendment which pro
vides that postage on parcels of 10 pounds 
or less, mailed to or from an overseas 
combat zone, shall be mailed at one half 
the postage rate which they would now 
require. I believe, Mr. President, that 
this proposed amendment to H.R. 13448 
would have the effect of increasing the 
volume of packages to our servicemen. 
By accepting this amendment, the Sen
ate would be doing a tremendous service 
to both our men overseas and their 
familes at home. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment will be received, printed, and ap
propriately referred. 

The amendment was referred to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILL 
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that at the next 
printing of S. 3475, the name of the Sen
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] be added 
as a cosponsor. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

OUT OF THE WILDERNESS OF 
VIETNAM 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed 5 
minutes in which to make a brief state
ment not on a CIA matter. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, on 
Wednesday, June 29, 1966, units of the 
U.S. Air Force and Navy struck oil stor
age installations in the vicinity of Hanoi 
and Haiphong in North Vietnam. This 
action was taken in support of 270,000 
U.S. troops fighting in South Vietnam, 
and to deny necessary fuel supplies to 
aggressor forces. Most significantly, this 
action was taken to convince the Hanoi 
regime that its own best interests lie in 
abandoning W}-r and choosing peace for 
Vietnam. 

The decision of the Commander in 
Chief in consultation with his military 
and diplomatic advisers was no rash es
calation of the tragic war in southeast 
Asia. It was, in my opinion, the logical 
consequence of events transpiring in that 
area in the past 6 months. 

General Westmoreland has pointed out 
that the tide of battle is no longer run
ning against the forces of the Republic 
of South Vietnam and those of her allies. 

With the substantial support of Amer
can troops, who have shown amazing 
skill, resourcefulness, and superb cour
age, the forces of freedom have taken the 
heart out of the Vietcong effort; they 
have effectively diminished 1f not, in
deed, destroyed the Red hopes of victory 
through subversion and wanton murder. 
In so doing, they have completely altered 
the political outlook in Vietnam. The 
ends for which we fight can be achieved 
by force of arms, if not by negotiation. 

In the course of recent political dis
turbances, it remained clear that the 
large bulk of the Vietnamese in the South 
want nothing to do with the terror tac
tics or the attempted domination by the 
so-called National Liberation Front. 
This point is agreed upon by Buddhists 
and Catholics, by merchants, farmers, 
laborers, and by General Ky and Thich 
Tri Quang. 

In the past 6 months there has been a 
continuing U.S. effort to find a formula 
for peace, to which there has been no 
forthright response from the Commu
nists to U.S. offers of unconditional dis
cussions, or of any mutual reduction of 
hostilities. The only response has been 
that South Vietnam and her allies must 
accept the program of the National Lib
eration Front--in effect, surrender. 

I find no logic in the argument that 
these recent air strikes will further delay 
reaching the conference table. Open
handed efforts, "the pause," public an
nouncements of willingness to meet, re
peated appeals to the United Nations, 
indications of an acceptance of a recon
vened Geneva Conference, global diplo
matic efforts-all have failed to produce 
a significant response because the forces 
of North Vietnam have counted on a mil
itary victory. 

The logic is much more persuasive, it 
seems to me, that our continuing military 
exertions in the South, and, on a care
fully measured basis in the North-as 
part of a resolute policy of standing up 
to aggression-w111 actually expedite the 
chances for a political settlement. This 
is the logic of reality as against sophistry. 

The North Vietnamese now have fur
ther evidence that they must seek solu
tions other than their assumed future 
"victory.'' It is more timely than ever to 
press for an honorable settlement--after 
the Communists have had an opportu
nity to assess the changed military situa
tion, and to see, perhaps more clearly 
now, America's unyielding determination 
to set South Vietnam free. 

I also disagree with those who argue 
that the considered use of American 
military power means an increased risk 
of global war. Their argument rests on 
the abstract premise that the free world 
must exclude war as an instrument of 
foreign policy, and that military action 
by the other side must be countered, on 
our part, only by some kind of splendid 
moral inaction. If adequate and world
wide peacekeeping machinery were 
available, if, indeed, the other great 
powers of the world were willing to con
cert with us for peace, 1f there were no 
aggressor nations, then perhaps a pres
ently available alternative of war might 
be found. But I see no evidence of this 
when France and China explode their 

nuclear bombs, when other nations 
clamor to possess this dread weapon, 
when neither the United Nations nor any 
of the great powers of Europe dare 
come to grips with the problems of south
east Asia. 

At this moment in the history of man
kind, the strength of the peoples of the 
worfd who would be free rests funda
mentally on the power of the United 
States of America and its determination 
to maintain her freedom. To argue 
that this power must not be used in 
defense of freedom is to give way to the 
fallacy, so assiduously practiced in Com
munist propaganda, that military action 
is morally wrong except when taken in 
the name of world revolution. The 
world is not perfect yet, but there is 
much good that needs defending, and 
it will not be improved without positive 
action. 

Earlier this year, in testimony before 
the Subcommittee on Department of De
fense of the Committee on Appropria
tions, of which I am a member, the Chief 
of Staff of the U.S. Army, Gen. Harold K. 
Johnson, defined the objective of the war 
as "restoring the integrity and security 
of Vietnam and its people; so this 
means no attempt to overthrow the 
North Vietnamese Government, no wish 
to be involved in China, but that what
ever is required in South Vietnam would 
be done." 

While questions may remain regarding 
the history and constitutional sanction 
of our involvement, they have little rele
vance to the immediate problems of the 
United States in Vietnam. America has 
fought her campaign in the wilderness. 
The President has found his generals. As 
the Secretary of Defense pointed out 
only this week, a long road still lies ahead 
toward a successful conclusion of Amer
ican military efforts. But let there be 
no doubt about American intention to see 
these efforts through. From this point 
on, the central issue is not solely the 
war, but the reconstruction as well. 

American men have been sent to fight 
and to risk their lives in Vietnam. For 
many months, this commitment of our 
forces has been the subject of a great 
national dialog on our purposes in 
Vietnam. Because we possess such enor
mous power, it is relatively easier to solve 
the milltary problems than the more 
complex political ones. It has always 
been so. But at this point, as the possi
bility of a successful conclusion of the 
Allied military effort may loom dimly in 
the distance, America must not lose sight 
of its real purpose: the independence and 
integrity of the people of South. Vietnam. 
Gen. Maxwell Taylor said earlier this 
year: 

If we are to leave the country after the 
end of the Viet Cong insurgency, it 1s es
sential that we make progress, even under 
the conditions of war, in stabil1zing the gov
ernment, the society and the economy. 

Six months ago, at the University of 
California at Los Angeles, I said that, in 
Vietnam: 

We have shown our determination to ac
cept the consequences of belie! in the 
brotherhood of man and of our determina
tion that communism can be defeated by the 
"good news" of democracy. 
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In traditional Vietnamese society there 

has been for centuries a tradition of vil
lage democracy. In modern times there 
have been several examples of successful 
elections by secret ballot. These prac
tices were temporarily halted by the re
gime of Ngo Dinh Diem, who feared that 
they might be exploited by the Commu
nists. More recently, efforts to achieve 
representative government through local 
elections have been resumed. 

In my view, Diem's retreat from de
mocracy played into the hands of the 
Vietcong. Free elections need to be put 
back in the hands of the people of South 
Vietnam. The time is right. The Viet
cong have intimidated the people by ex
ploiting the propaganda of "victory." 
Vietcong cadres have won adherents on 
the premise that the NLF is the way of 
the future--an argument which they 
have supported with terror. 

I must say that I am greatly disturbed 
by reports from South Vietnam that the 
Ky government may seek to manipulate 
elections in order to exclude its opposi
tion and to perpetuate itself. I devoutly 
hope that such reports are untrue, and 
are proved to be untrue. The United 
States must recognize that the processes 
of nation building and government 
building require time. There is no such 
thing as instant democracy. The United 
States must be assured that the elections 
Jn South Vietnam will be honest and fair, 
and that the trappings of democracy will 
not be substituted for the substance of 
popular government. 

The right to vote ought not to be de
nied to any South Vietnamese citizen 
who believes in the freedom and integrity 
of his nation and who will accept the 
duties and obligations of citizenship. I 
mean by that, all citizens, who meet .these 
qualifications, regardless of whether 
theirs is a history of association with the 
Communist Vietcong. 

Furthermore, the restrictions on can
didates should be applied only against 
those opposed to constitutional, self
government. The right to vote, to xun 
for public office, to participate in the 
process of government, compose the 
foundation of orderly, democratic so
ciety. They are the strongest weapons 
available for the defense· of freedom. 

I should think that the immense con
tribution of the U.S. Government to the 
cause of a free, independent South Viet
nam would allow us to exact the simple 
requirement that these rights be broadly 
given. 

We seek no colony anywhere in the 
globe. We seek a secure South Vietnam, 
from which American forces can depart 
in peace and honor, with the assurance 
that man's capacity to flourish in free
dom will once again be vindicated against 
totalitarianism in any form. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Labor of the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare be permitted 
to meet during the session of the Senate 
today. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, request 
has been made by a member of the mi
nority to object to such unanimous-con
sent request. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Rus
SELL of South Carolina in the chair) . 
Objection is heard. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Business and Commerce of 
the Committee on the District of Colum
bia be permitted to meet during the ses
sion of the Senate today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for 

the information of the Senate, is there 
any Member who now wishes to be heard 
in the morning hour? 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I do, Mr. Pres
ident. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 3-minute 
limitation on the morning hour be con
cluded not later than 11:30; that when 
it is concluded, the distinguished chair
man of the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions [Mr. FULBRIGHT] be recognized to 
make a general statement on the resolu
tion which he will offer, and that he be 
followed by the distinguished chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee, the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Hearing none, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, once 
those general statements have been con
cluded, it is my intention to move that 
the Senate go into executive session, and 
I want to put the Senate on notice to 
that effect. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

it is my understanding that there is a 
great deal of difference between an ex
ecutive and a closed session. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It will be a closed 
session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will 
be a closed session as provided for under 
rule XXXV. · 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. That is, a closed 
session. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that I may 
speak for 8 minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

THE SENATE ETHICS COMMITTEE 
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 

I speak out this morning to express my 
commendation of the services of our 
Senate colleagues who are members of 
the Select Senate Committee on Stand
ards and Conduct. 

Mr. President, this Senate Select Com
mittee on Standards and Conduct com
posed of Senators chosen by their col
leagues deserves and has the support and 
confidence of all U.S. Senators. 

Our colleagues on this important com
mittee did not seek membership. In 

fact, a majority, if not all, reluctantly 
accepted this added responsibility a.nd 
duty out of a sense of duty and of their 
pride in the Senate. We have read news
paper accounts of the proceedings of this 
committee in connection with hearings 
in executive session and also the recent 
public hearings. 

There is every reason for Senators to 
be proud of the manner in which the 
proceedings have been conducted and to 
be proud of the dedication and high 
public service being rendered by our col
leagues serving on this committee. 

Senator JOHN STENNIS, of Mississippi, 
chairman, is one of the Nation's out
standing lawYers. In the past he has 
served as district prosecuting attorney 
of a judicial district in Mississippi and 
was a distingushed judge of the circuit 
court of his State. His name has fre
quently been mentioned in connection 
with a possible appointment as an as
sociate justice of the Supreme Court of 
the United States. Senators will agree 
he has eminent qualifications for the 
highest judicial position in our Govern
ment. No one could possibly challenge 
his judgment or question his integrity. 

The committee vice chairman, 
WALLACE BENNETT, of Utah, is entitled to 
have, and does have the confidence, re
spect, and admiration of his Senate col
leagues. His high intelligence and 
integrity are beyond question. 

Likewise, the four other Senators of 
this committee are nationally known as 
Senators of the highest competence and 
excellent character and unquestioned in
tegrity. 

This committee is now engaged in sift
ing evidence regarding one of our col
leagues. They neither asked nor wanted 
to have this additional public service. 
Very definitely, they did not seek to sit 
in this semijudicial and facttlnding ca
pacity. The senior Senator from Con
necticut asked that they hold these 
hearings. It is certain they have done 
and will continue to do their duty 
thoroughly, fearlessly, and with the ut
most fairness. 

I wish to manifest my confidence and 
admiration toward each of these Sena
tors. 

Mr. President, more than 40 years ago 
I served as chief criminal prosecuting 
attorney of Cuyahoga County, Ohio. 
Following that time for many years I 
was a trial lawYer in Cleveland, Cuya
hoga County, Ohio. I have been presi
dent of two bar associations. My 
purpose in speaking briefly today is to 
call attention to the attempted intimi
dation of Senate witnesses by attorneys 
for the senior Senator from Connecticut 
before the. Senate Standards and Con
duct Committee. I want to commend 
the chairman of the Ethics Committee, 
the gentleman from Mississippi, for his 
forthright reminder that Senate wit
nesses are wards of the Senate. It 
would appear to me that some of the acts 
and actions of certain of the battery of 
attorneys representing the respondent 
have been improper. We should bear in 
mind that the Senate committee of 
which Senator STENNIS is chairman and 
Senator BENNETT is vice chairman were 
asked by the senior Senator from Con-
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necttcut to fiold these hearings and they 
are doing an unp!easant duty not of theil: 
own volitio-n. 

I should like to call. the. Senate's: at
tention to reports. 0-f intimidation of 
witnesses conducted by members of one 
of the- Ia:rgestt law firms in the- United 
States:-Cahi'H, Gordon, Reindel & Ohl~ 
Lawyers certainly sho.uld be familiar 
with the canons of ethics of the Ameri
ean Bali Assoeiation,; if nat' the-crimmal 
Iaws.af the United States.. 

I am illltarmed. that parlne:us of the 
Cahill fl:rm even sit on the· gri-evance. 
committee of the bar association. In 
view of this fact,'ff ft is a fact~ certainly 
none or these. attorneys, sho.uld trout the 
canons ot e1ihi~s of the eru: ass.O£iationr 

There has already been. published in 
the Wasbimgtbn Star an ac.eount of the 
manner m whicll Walte:r J. KeE.ny o:1! 
this :firm telephoned Michael B. O'Hare, 
a witness, sta ttng: 

We just want. you tO> k.n.ow we have got a 
complete_ check on T.erry GE>lden. It. would 
be a shame f0E a.l.Qvely girl like. hex: to have 
her r.epu.tation huvt mam.y wa.y. Maybe after 
you hea& the. t~ of que&ti0.ns we· throw at 
Jim Boyd JOU will get-the fi~Voli of it. 

If such news report fs. a correct state
ment. of fact this was. a. :flagrant attempt 
to intir:nfdate a. witness, which rn-ciden
tany Mr. O'Hare- Eeporte.d t.o the FBl. 
This incident was f.C!>llowed by the inde
fensible act: of a. combathz:e yonng man, 
who told O"Ha:re:, poking a :finger in hfs 
ehest: 

l just. want. to t.ell yo.u one. thing-when 
this is O.'llen I'm going ta follow y.ou. to 
:your • • • grave. 

It was tnfs latter mcident which 
brought an admonit.i:an from th~ chair
man and a. subse.quent apology. How
ever,, an apology is· nu substitute for the 
law and the rUles. o! _p:roper :procedare at 
judicial or quasi-judicial p~oceedlngs. 
Intimidation. or attempted intimida
tion of a witness &1 tJ!re sort reported fs 
hfghTy reprehensible, in my judgment 
and would be prejudictar to the admin
is.tration o!. Justice from every stand
point. 

Following the chairman's admonition 
on June. 24, there was evtdeace of an
other incident which is said to have oc
curred on June 25 in the Sheraton Carl
ton Hotel, when the same Walter Kenny, 
Jr., summoned a former senatorial as
sistant, Glenn Cooper, to the hotel and 
endeavored. to secure information from 
him derogatory to other witnesses. 
Kenny is quoted as saying: 

These four (referring to tl'le tour for.mer 
employees) are fl.nfshed'. Do you want to be 
finished too? 

] would eC!>nsider that. a threat. 
There was stiH another case of intimi

dation when a prlvate detective employed 
by thfs la.w firm. called upon Judith Ber
ling, another forme:r Senate employee in 
company with her father, who is a mem
ber of the reportonal staff of the U.S. 
Senate. The detective is said to have 
suggested or threatened that Miss Ber
ling's. father might lose his job with the 
Senate if she did not. cooperate in giving 
the. right kind &f testimony. 

Mr. President, I cannot agree with the 
statement by Mr. Bonnett. before the 

Standards and Conduct Committee that 
the threat of. a muscular 2_7 -year-old 
man was a "td"lial fncident.u NE> viola
tion o! the can-QilS, of ethics of the. Amer
ican Bar Association is a trivial incident. 

EquaJll;~ ser-ious has been the sinister 
type of interrogation conducted by Mr'. 
Sonl'Iett. He has attempted to attaek the
reputations of yormg women witnesses 
by innuendo, even indulgjng' fn the im
prope:tr inquiry as, to whether they in
tended ro. ma:rr.y ce:rtain pe:rsons-. Mr. 
Sonne-tt, should know this is improper 
and irrelevant to the issue and is a course 
of conduct unbecoming a gentleman or 
a goocF trial lawyer. 

Further still, tt fs said that employers 
of certain witness.es ha.ve been tele
phoned and asked that they discharge 
such employees. This is the equivalent 
mf. blacklistirl'l:g, which unde~ c.ertain. cir
cumstanees is a criminal offense. 

The senior Senator from Connecticut 
asked for this investigation. 1t wonld 
seem ft ill becomes his attorneys, there
fore, to. attack the integrity of the com
mittee's counsel: or for anyone to suggest 
that: tlne c0mmittee may have arranged 
hammering· to:. Glisturb the hearing. 
These are charges reflecting upon the 
entire U.S. Senate. 

I should Hke to commend the members 
o.f the Seiect Committee on Standards 
and Conduct for thei!F painstaking and 
patten\ efforts. ont behalf of this body. 
Each membeF e>t this special Senate com
mittee--Senator JOHN &TENNIS, chair
man; Senator W"Ar.LACE P. BENNETT 1 Vice 
chairman; and Senators. EUGENE. J. Mc
CAR.l!HY II A_ S~ MIKE MONRONEY' JOHN 
SHERMAN COOPER, JAMES B. PEARSON. 
They have conducted the hearings in the 
highest traditi~n of the U.S. Senate. 
They are doing their duty with fairness, 
thoroughness, and impartiality. With
out a doubt each one is distressed that he 
was selected by his, oo.lleagues to serve 
on this important. committee. Chai:t
man STENNIS and e¥ery membetr has the 
•Confidence ot the: Senate and of the 
public generally. Of this I feel certain. 
May I add that I hope the Senator in
volved in this Inquiry has not been 
prejud.IC.ed by the actions (i)f his counsel. 
I . should like fmth-e-r to. request. that it be 
ascertained whethe:tt these cases consti
tute contempt of the Senate and whether 
the FBI has. investigated these charges 
of intimidation, especially that which 
Mr. O'Hare referred to the FBI on May 
23. 

Mr MORSE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, the RECORD will show that I 
was the :first in the Senate to speak out 
in favor of having the Senate Select 
Committee on Standard's and Conduct 
hold full and · thorough hearings, on the 
controversy involving Julius Klein and 
Senator DoDD. The Senator from Ohio 
[Mr-~ YouNG] associated himself with my 
position and made additional remarks an 
that occasion. We urged that the Select 
Committee- on Standards and Conduct in 
the Senate take those steps necessary to 
give complete assurance to the Senator 
from Connecticut and to the Senate that 
fair, impartial,. and tlllo.x:ougll hearings 
would be held with respect. to the prob
lems raise.d in regard to the so-called 
Klein affair. 

The senior Senator from_ Oregon has 
taken such a position in the, Senate when. 
othe1: questions. have been raised with 
:~;ega~:d to. anegations. &f improper con
duct b¥ membeEs- Elf the- Senate sta.:fi and 
Membe-rS'~ As the REcoRD wi111 show, I. 
was oRe- who· spcke up in support oJ a. 
speeiar committee- to be- appointed to 
hear the al'legations co-ncerning the con
duct of Senator Joseph McC'arth.y. 

In m~ judgment, Senator Donn clearly 
i.s deserving of that.. type. of· hearing. He. 
is getting that type of hearing. I. am 
sure he appreciates that: type of hearing. 

In my opi:niorr, the remarks of the 
Senawr from Ohi& rMr. YoUNG] just 
made in the Senate are in. no way are
flection on the Senator concerned. They 
are remarks, calling attention to the can
duct. of certain lawyers and other repre
sentatives. of the Senato-r from C.Cimnecti
cut,. which conduct the. Senatar from 
Ohio belie-ves has been improper and 
which, in fact, has not been .f8Jir and 
helpful to the Senate Committee on 
Standards and Conduct. I snare his 
views and associate myselfwith his. views. 

On July 7, 1966, the. senio.11 Senator 
from Oregon received the· following letter 
from the chairman of the Select Com
mittee on Standards and Conduct, Mr. 
JOHN C. STENNIS. 

I ask unanimous- consent that. the let
ter and the excerpts included with the 
letter be printed in the RECORD at this 
PQint. 
Tb~re being no objection,. the letter 

and enclosures were m·dered to be printed 
fn the RECORD', as foliows: 

U.S- SENATE,. 
SELECT COMJ.\IUTl'EE 0N 

STANDARDS .U.D CONDUCT, 
J,u_ly, 7 .., 1966. 

Hon. '¥ A:YNE MollSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENAToR: Enclosed please find e:x;
cerptS' of testimony presented a i; a hearing 
begtnnmg June 22, 1966, by the Select Com
mittee on Standards and Conduct, of the 
United States Senate investigatrn~r charges 
Lf miscondu<:t against &ma~or THOMAS J. 
DoDD of Connecticut. 

Your attention is called to the portions of 
the- enclosed excerpts in which y;our name 
appears. 

In t.Ble event that you desil!e to comment 
upon these excerpts, it is requested that your 
comments be addresssed t<!> tfie Committee 
oftice, Room 222', Old Senate om~~ Building, 
Wash:mgton, D.C. Such comments wm be 
made a part of the record of the Committee's 
proceedings. Tnis by no• mea:ns suggests 
tl'lat yEJu make a statement. 

Should you have any questions regarding 
thiS' letter, please contact Benjamin R. Fern, 
Chief Counsel, extension 6679. 

With kind regards. 
Sincerely yours, 

John C. Stennis, 
JOHN C. STENNIS, 

Chairman. 

EXCERPTS OF TESTrMONY 
Mr. SoNNE'l'T. After you made. the cop.ies, 

what did yau do with them? 
Mr. BoYD. After the copies were made, 

they were brought to Mr. Anderson's afll.ce. 
Mr. BoNNETT. And. did that include the 

Klein fl.le'a 
Mr. BGYm Yes., sir~ 
Mr. SONNETT: In the Klein fife at the time 

you took it from the Senato:r:'s omce, was 
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there a collection of documents in plastic
covered envelopes which you had before you 
this morning? 

Mr. BOYD. Yes, sir. I will say the entire-
no, not the entire Klein folder, because you 
have shown me many documents in the dep
osition that I had never seen before. But 
in rough, the documents in the plastic sheet 
this, what we have called the instructions 
which have been identified in other terms 
by the counsel for the Committee were there, 

· yes, sir. 
Mr. SONNETT. Now, I show you a plastic 

envelope containing a variety of documents 
headed "Echo of the Fulbright hearings," 
with a memo reading as follows: 

"Not a single U. S. Senator or Congress
man criticized me after the Fulbright hear
ings. Somehow the people in Germany did 
not understand that this was not an attack 
against me but against the Federal Repub
lic's strong stand on the Soviets by the ap
peasers. But I was pleased to get the at
tached letters from Senators and Congress
men since the Fulbright hearings, which in
clude messages from leading Democrats and 
Republicans. As a matter of fact, I have 
suggested that a resolution be introduced 
and passed by the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, but I will take the advice of 
Senator MoRSE and forget about it." 

Also in the envelope, Mr. Boyd, are the fol
lowing documents: 

A letter from Senator ALBERT GoRE to Gen
eral Julius Klein dated November 14, 1963, 
a letter from Senator BOURKE B. HICKEN
LOOPER to General Julius Klein dated Decem
ber 31, 1963, a copy of a letter from HuBERT 
H. HuMPHREY to General Julius Klein dated 
January 10, 1964, a letter dated February 6, 
1964, from Senator HuMPHREY to General 
Klein, a letter from Senator HENRY M. JAcK
soN to Julius Klein dated November 23, 1963, 
a letter from Senator JACOB K. JAVITS to Mr. 
Julius Klein dated December 2d, 1963, a let
ter from Senator Kenneth B. Keating to Gen
eral Julius Klein dated December 30, 1963, a 
letter from .Senator EDWARD V. LONG to Gen
eral Julius Klein dated November 15, 1963, a 
letter from Senator RussELL LoNG to Mr. 
Julius Klein dated November 21, 1963, a 
letter from Senator THRUSTON B. MORTON to 
General Julius Klein dated December 5, 1963, 
a copy of a letter from WAYNE MoRSE to Sen
ator SYMINGTON dated November 19, 1963, 
a letter from Senator WAYNE MoRSE to Mr. 
Julius Klein dated February 20, 1964, a letter 
from Senator KARL E. MUNDT to Mr. Julius 
Klein dated November 21, 1963, a letter from 
Senator KARL E. MuNDT to Major General 
Julius Klein dated February 6, 1964, a letter 
from Senator ABRAHAM RIBICOFF to Mr. JUliUS 
Klein dated January 3, 1964, a letter from 
Senator HuGH ScoTT to Mr. Julius Klein dated 
November 18, 1963, a letter from Senator 
JOHN SPARKMAN to Mr. JUliUS Klein dated 
November 19, 1963, another letter from Sen
ator JOHN SPARKMAN to Mr. JUliUS Klein 
dated January 23, 1964, a letter from Senator 
STUART SYMINGTON to General Julius Klein 
dated February 18, 1964, another letter from 
Senator SYMINGTON to General Klein dated 
November 14, 1963, a letter from Senator 
JoHN J. WILLIAMS to Mr. Julius Klein dated 
November 21, 1963. 

Senator BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, at this 
point I would like to make a suggestion. 

The CHAIRMAN. All right, Senator. 
Senator BENNETT. By reading merely the 

names of the Senators who wrote these let
ters, I think an erroneous, a completely er
roneous impression will be left, so I would 
like to suggest that the text of these letters 
be printed in the tral,lscription of today's 
record so that the public can know what 
these letters said, and I would also like to 
suggest that when Mr. Klein comes before 
us, he be asked to bring up all of the cor
respondence he has had with these Senators 
whose names have been mentioned a well as 

correspondence during this period with Sena
tor Donn. 

The CHAIRMAN. Senator, I think your sug
gestion is certainly well taken. I will see 
what the counsel proposes to do with these 
letters. 

Mr. SoNNETT. I was about to ask Mr. Chair
man, that the exhibit be marked as a Dodd 
exhibit and be made fully available either 
for incorporation in the record or released 
to the press as you wish. I must say, Sena
tor BENNETT, I hope you do not think that 
by my reading the names of some of these 
Senators I mean to imply that they did any
thing improper in writing these letters. 

Senator BENNETT. I don't think you are 
implying that they did anything improper, 
but since you have spent the first half of the 
afternoon, or since our counsel spent a good 
part of the time today going through the 
Dodd correspondence with General Klein, by 
inference the implication exists that these 
same Senators had the same kind of cor
respondence with General Klein, and having 
read the letters in that. file, I think the in
ference is completely false, and I think in 
order to keep the facts straight in this hear
ing, that after the file has been accepted as 
an exhibit, the contents to which you have 
referred, the actual letters, should be printed 
in the transcript, so that the public can see 
the difference between these letters and the 
letters that the counsel for the committee 
has offered earlier. 

Senator McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman-
The CHAIRMAN. All right, Senator. 
Senator McCARTHY. Just as an additional 

comment there is variation among these let
ters, is that not true? 

Mr. SoNNETT. Senator McCARTHY, these 
letters differ one from the other in general. 
There are letters here from leading members 
of . the Senate on both sides of the House 
expressing their regret at any unfair treat
ment which General Klein had suffered by 
reason of the FULBRIGHT hearings. Now I 
have confidence-

Mr. FERN. Mr. Chairman, I don't think we 
ought to characterize these letters exactly 
in that manner. I believe the letters speak 
for themselves and we should read the text. 

The CHAIRMAN. I will make a statement 
here now. As I understand it, going back 
to this, I understand these letters were in 
the so-called Klein file? 

Mr. SONNETT. Yes, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. Taken from the DODD of

fice? 
Mr. SONNETT. Yes, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. All right. That makes 

them pertinent here. They are part of the 
file. You certainly have a right to go into 
that and· select anything there that you 
might wish to present. But the point is 
certainly well made. And I assumed you 
were going to offer them to go in evidence? 

Mr. SONNETT. Yes, Sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. It Will be admitted in 

evidence now, all of them will go into the 
record direct like other letters, Mr. Reporter. 

(Donn's exhibit No. 6 referred to follows:) 

ECHO OF THE FULBRIGHT HEARINGS 
Not a single U.S. Senator or Congressman 

criticized me after the ~ulbright Hearings. 
Somehow the people in Germany did not 
understand that this was not an attack 
against I)le but against the Federal Repub
lic's strong stand on the Soviets by the ap
peasers. 

But I was pleased to get the attached 
letters from Senators and Congressmen since 
the Fulbright Hearings which include mes
sages from leading Democrats and Republi
cans. 

As a matter of fact, I sugg~st a resolution 
be introduced and passed by the Senate For
eign Relations Committee, but I will take 
the advice of Senator MoRSE and forget about 
it. 

But it is time that the people in Germany 
not only forget about but also that they 
double their support for me. 
· (A few letters of tribute for JK from U.S. 
Senators and Congressmen.) 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 

February 20, 1964. 
Mr. JULIUS KLEIN, 
United of America Building, 
Chicago 1, Ill. . 

DEAR JuLIUs: I haven't had a chance to talk 
to STU SYMINGTON as yet in regard to the 
contents of your letter of February 13 to me, 
your letter of February 12 to him, and your 
letter of February 5 to KARL MUNDT. 

However, my first reaction to your sugges
tion is to advise you not to press for a resolu· 
tion or a letter signed by members of the 
Foreign Relations Committee. I don't think 
you will be able to get very many signatures 
on either one of such documents, because 
they are bound to be interpreted as critical of 
FuLBRIGHT. 

Next, I would point out that such a resolu
tion would run the grave danger that FuL
BRIGHT would strike back, because he would 
interpret the move as a criticism of him. I 
think the record that has been made is fair 
to you and fair to FULBRIGHT, and what you 
need to do is put it to effective use. The 
statements which SYMINGTON and I made on 
the record answer the criticisms that you are 
running into. There is certainly nothing 
that stops any other member of the Commit
·tee from writing a personal letter to you 
which you can put to effective use, also. 

However, in my judgment you will do your
self much more harm than good if you seek 
to obtain some kind of resolution or general 
letter signed by members of the Foreign Re
lations Committee. 

As you know, the Foreign Relations Com
mittee has recommended a bill on the gen
eral subject of foreign lobbies, and with that 
in the offing, I think it would be unwise to 
press your suggestion. I think it would be 
better for you if during the course of the 
debate on the foreign lobby bill, those of us 
on the Foreign Relations Committee who care 
to could reinforce the comments we have al
ready made. 

I fully realize that I am not the party of 
interest in this matter, but on the other 
hand, I think maybe you should give some 
consideration to the possibility that because 
I am not the party of interest in the matter, 
I may very well be more objective than your 
subjective interest in the matter is inclined 
to make you. 

I am sure that STU would be glad to join 
us in a visit about this matter when you re
turn to Washington. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely yours, 

WAYNE MORSE. 

NOVEMBER 19, 1963. 
Hon. STUART SYMINGTON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR SYMINGTON: It Will be im· 
possible for me to attend the Foreign Rela
tions Committee meeting tomorrow morning, 
November 20, at which Major General Julius 
Klein is scheduled to testify on S. 2136. 

In view of our conversation today, I would 
appreciate it very much if you would ask per
mission in my behalf to insert this letter in 
the record of the hearing tomorrow morning. 

First, I wish to make some comments about 
Klein, himself, and then I want to make a 
statement in regard to the arguments he has 
advanced in his prepared statement in oppo
sition to S. 2136. 

I have known Julius Klein for the nineteen 
· years that I have been in the Senate. I knew 
him all the time I was a Republican, as well 
as during the period I have been a Democrat. 
He has been a public relations man during 
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thai: period of time, rep:resenttBg- vario'l'lS 
clien·t& an many matte:rs. l. :b.a.:ve always 
found him to be complet.ely non-partisan In 
any of the representatrons he lias ever made 
to me i:n regard to any sub-ject matter in 
whfC'h he was il'ltei>ested in his eapacity· a.s- a 
publie J:elaitions. ma~lm. 

I mlso have a;Iiwa.,ys; :fo.um.d hlxn. to bel hom!>:n
aif!lle-,. a:mdl I. hmve never· knnwn lilrm to ll!l!i.&
replresel'l!t. fads abeut. a;ny issllte- Oli attempt. tQ 
decel:ve- Iruil:'. On. some matters. involving hia 
public representations, I have. clisagreed with 
his position and opposed his recommenda
tions in carrying outr my duties a:s a Senator. 
On other occasions, l' ha-ve-concluded tnat the 
facts have- supported his. position, ana in 
those. ins1iamc.es,. I lla.~ :ca.vmred hia side a! 
some gi.Ve:Il' legislartifve issue. 

I am. very: souwtmt. his w:ork as. an. adv·is-on 
to the West. German. 00vernment. wl:il.i.ch ha:s 
been. unde£ investigation. by our Committee 
apparentli fs receiving oad headlines in Ger
many as the. German newspaper stories which 
you and ! talked about today rndieate-. r am 
satisfied that J:n eonBecttom with any service 
Mr. Klein rendelted the Wes.t.,Germalil Govenn
ment: as. a. publ±e- rela.ilians agent in the. um.t
ed StateS; l!le performed that service wi.th full 
disclosure to. t-lile Ge:J:Irum. GONernment. as. te 
the rePJ::es.en:tatinns. he was maki.ng in behalf 
of that Government in the. United States and 
did not. knowingry or intentionaH:y engage in 
any il'legacll a:etion 

As he points: <m>tr in his. statemen;t, the 
term foreign agent has a negative oonnota.
tiOII. in tllle. minds ot ma~ ne-wspaper ree.ders 
and undol!libtedJlly tlle: lilewspapei' s,tozries- oon.
ee~ning· ou1: Committee's investigation of 
the activities oi foreign. agents. may have 
causecr many people to assume incorrectly 
that services rendered the Unfted States by 
Ameriean representa:tives of' foreign govern
ments who. func-tion in tl'le capacity of public 
Felationa l!ep:z:ese.ntativ.e>l; necessarily; carries 
with slllCh work. negatL-ve- conn€ltations. How
e'\!er ~ in my; opiruon,_ that. is n-either the. :l:aulli 
of the. Fo:reigm. Rela:tinns Gommittee nor of 
the la.w.. It is one of those risks relative to 
public reactron tha:t anyone working in tlns 
field must necessarily- run. 

r do- n-ot thi-nk that our Fbl'ei:gn Relatioens 
Committee is· subject to any critrcfsm be
'eause. o£ the' !act' tllat; repreS'e!ltatives at 
foreig;m ,overmnen:es aeting unflter the For
eign Agents:· :Regi&tl!ation. Act of 19311 may 
ha..ve m1fered some c:riti.cfsm. OJ: inJury t .o 
theil: prales.s.ion.ai s.tandi.ng as, a J:esult. of. the 
Canunfttee of the Senate carrytngo out its 
clear duty ta· try to find out what has been 
going em undeJ.P too admi>nistrattion of the 
Foreign Agents' Registration Act o:C 1938' .. In 
ane :respect,_ ft. is somewhat similar 11o:> the risk 
tha.t a.llll()ne :runs as a. result o:f a. Grand. Jury 
hl.dictm.ent.. 

Thm:e. ia no. dJ:rubt about, the fact that no 
matter how innocent one•s conduct has been 
in regard to any matter, if' it develops that 
the Grand Jury issues an indietmen 1i whic!l 
later· is: either quashed ex a pe;tit jtlcy' acqm ts, 
there- is no cloubt, abou:t. the fact- tbat the 
person in.dided. ll.a& bee-n in..1Jured. SE>me.
times, I re!er to such situa.tions as pa.rt of 
the price of being free men. Freedom comes 
high, but it is worth the cost. 

I feel that so long as representatives of 
foreign governmemt.s conduct themselves 
honol'aibly andi Jm&per!y wftbin the. law~ the 
fa.cts: coneerni:ng thetr 1reoord. will atancl up 
~inst ltnf m v;estigation or mql11ry into 
theiT C'QUEse. of conduct~ 

On tbe bas1s. of a~ in!ormatiOlll I . ha.ve 
receiv.ed 1A da.te, I. a.m. sure. that. Ml:~ Klein{s 
record in carrying out his public re!at10ns 
work wi11 support the representationS' he ha:s 
made in his. a;ppeaFanee- before the- ~mmftr
tee. 

I wish to repeat that on the basis: of' tll:e 
friendship that, ha;s. existed between us for 
nineteem. Je.a.t'S'. it causes. me: t& beiieve- that 
he is a highlJ honorable.. man. 

Now. a. ·word about. Mr. Kleil'l's prepared 
s.tatement l::n. opposition to S~ 2136'. I find 
myself in disaKreement with a good many of 
his crittcisms of the bill. It may be that be
fore- Wf! finish the ma,rk' up of the bill, some 
of his criticisms, and those: o1 other wtt:nesses 
should c:anse tiS. to nrodi!Yi the. bill. However, 
I do· not think that, hi& maior CJ.I'iticis-ms, are
saund.. 

I. refer particularly, 1A the. specific com
ments he makes on pages 5, o, 7 and If of hfs 
prepared statement. As an introduction to 
the specifi~s he lists an those pages, he sayS', 
"'Would legislati~m reaU'yi co:ntrol the· bad 
ones'l" In this. reference, he is referring a! 
e.oW!se; to agents representing; foreign gpvenu.
men ts. I think most, of his comments. on 
this point constitute. non sequitur argu.
ments 

:Murd'er· laws, of course, do not stop mur
ders, but- all o:C us are a lot safer with the 
mul'tl'er laws, a:nEl we have fewer murd:ers 
than we- woulcf Qtherwise l'lave. I k1il.ow o1 
no lmw trhatt wtli control the bad tones, ta use
Mr. Klein's phrase,_ if: an;w individu&L is d.e
tenni.ned to flaunt the la.w. 

Ho:we.'\!er, I do know that Ol:lX hearings 
show that the Foreign Agents' Registration 
Act Qf 193'8" Is very much in need of' amend
ment, and r think s. 2'136 is a move in tlile 
:right dh"ectivn. I 1m1 perfect1y wi·lling to 
eal!ISider any proposal that wi'Il improve S. 
2136,. but. I. feel that Mr. Klein's prepared' 
statement represents too much o-f an. ig
::m.m1ng of the serious defec;:ts which have de
veloped under the o.pera.tion of the FE>reign 
Agents' Regj:stration Act of 1938. 

Incidentally, I think some of those- de
fects would never' have developed if the ·De
partment of Jus-ti-ce- had lived up to its cle2:r 
resptonsibittttes of effe.c.tive administering el' 
the: law. Neverthel:e.ss, effective' admilnister
ing of the Foreign Agents' Registration Ae-ii. 
o.f 1932 will not resolve many of the defects 
which llave been shown by the hearings of 
the Foreign Reratfons COmmittee to exi'str. 
Therefore, I sha:ll continue to support: 
amendme-nts of the Foreign Agents' Regis
tration Act of li938 along the lines of S. 213.6. 

I think that. the. prepllll:e.d statement wb.lch 
Mr. Klein will gJ<Ve: at tli:te healti:m.g on Novem
ber 2Q, deserves. very careful analysis by the 
Committee in the mark. up of the bill in 
order to doubrec;:heck and make certain that 
the final bll'l will not· be productive of some 
of the shortcomings that Mr. Klein fears. 
But JI do· think that we must see to it that 
the agents represe:nting foreign governmental 
are. requd:red to: aperate under full public dis
closure of all their activities, because in a 
democrmcy there is na sab&titute. for fulrl 
p,ublic. diselasure. ol any acti.vity that afi.ec.ts 
the. public interest. 

ram sorry that I cannot be at the hearfng. 
but l' sh-an appreciate very much yeur mak
ing' th1s fetteF a part of the :reeord'. 

With. w.arm: personalregands', 
Cezdiallyr .. 

WAYNE MolloSE.. 

'Tf:re CBAIK1lltAN. They al"e all!eadYi exhibits 
now 'filey spe~rk.. feu· themselves. Some: ~ 
thetn eugh.t to> be- read. Yol.L re!er there tQ 
the FulbrighU. hearing. To, make that clear, 
the Fulbrig;ht hearings were held by. the 
Foreign Re'l'a.tions COmmittee of the 'Unfted 
States-Senate sel'l're' time in 1963? 

Mi'. FERN'. Tha1J, is C0ITect. 

'I'he CHAIRMAN. Some time d:w:ing the year 
196:3', air which time it was claimed by Ml!. 
Klem, as: the Clmill Ul'lderstands it, that great 
w.ark had been. done. That it had caused 
him. to. los.e. some: of his. business in Ger
many. Now, these letters came In then from 
the difi"erent Senators some time later, these 
are all' after- the hearings, aren't they? 

Mr. SoNNE'l'T. Not all I think, Mr. Chair
man'. 

The CHAIRMAN. N0t all? 
Mr. SoNNETT. But most. 

The CHAIRMAN. The ones to. which I. refer 
eame in after these s€>-called Fulbrig;ut hear
in~. and faund thefu way int.o. Senator 
DoDD's. files. and were in. these papers. tha.\ 
were ctollecte.d here as tes.ti1ied~ 

Mr. FERN. Mr. Chairman, all of thes.e letters 
weJ:e WJritten a!ter the Fulbright hearings. 

Th.e CHA.m.MAN. They all were written after 
the FulbJ:ilght hearings.2 All riKht. I think, 
Se-na.tor BENNET'l:,. both. members here have 
made a. goQd. . point, I think. Mr. Sonnett 
was. going to. o.trer them in evidence of course. 
They speak for themselves.. I. really think 
some of them ought to, be. :t.ead llere that 
are typi.ce.l of all Qf them,. so that, the 
erroneo,us ilnpressian tha.t the Senator 
referred. to will be. a.'l'loi.ded. Would you 
read--

Mr. SONNETT. I would be. happy, Senator, 
to try a-nd piek if I might on-e

Se:nator CooPER.. Mr. Chairman. 
The- CHA.IRMA.N Senato.r COOPER. 
Senator CQClPER. Were. these. letters. in

clud-ed iJa the so.-called packet that at least 
MJ: _ Klein wanted the Senator to take to 
Germa.ny1 

Mr. SQNNET'l'- Yes,. Senator, and I haYe a 
very speeific. point of examination !or this 
witness with respec.t to this. collect.ion of 
letters.. l amnat dragging them in. merely to 
abow or- trl to s.how; that there was. any i.m
propl'ket~ whatsoever in. anything, that any 
Semato:r did in writing_ thes.e.letters~ any more 
so than I think there was any impropriety in 
any of Senator DoDD's relations with General 
Krem. 

Senator PEARSON. Is that counsel's line of 
questioning? Is that the purpose ofo his 
1ine? 

Mr. SoNNETT~ No~ si.r, I have. a very specific 
question about- this particular plastic en
velope and these particular pieces of paper 
fOl' tl!lis witness:. 

Senator McCARTHY. Diet I. understand 
eou:nser said he didn't wish to attempt to 
make a selection as to a. t.ypical. letter?' 

Mr. SoN:N:aT. I think that might be unfair 
just 8lS' I' think t-he fact that: Senator DoDD 
has been singled out. for s:uchl connec-tions as 
he had with Klein is:unfalb. 

The CH:a:mMAN _ .lust pass; them over here 
and let it be identified. Th-en the Chai.r wiH 
make a ruling on w:hat w.illi be. done, please. 

Mr. FERN. Mr. Chairman. may. 1: propose 
that Mr. Sonnett and I confer and select what 
we think: are representative examples here? 

The C:a:&mMAN. We want 1Akeepthe rest of 
the testimQl!ty moving-. I. ha;ve in mind re
t'ening- this to, a member' of. the committee 
to loolt at, and we go. on wit-h the rest, of the 
proof here antt will come. ba.ck.m m fe:w: min
utes. w ·e have gat to keep this matter going 
or we: will be here. a mom th' 

Senaior McCARTH'¥. Mr. Chmi:mian, may I 
ask that· we might have trlixe letters: l!ea.tl 
1i€>!n0rrow·? 

Senator BENNETT. Ml': Chairman,. hasn't 
the Chailtman. already ruled: that the letters 
win be. in the transcriplt'!' 

'l'he; Clum.MrAN. Yea. 
Mr. Sb:NINET'l'- May li show this: ta the wit

ness:?' 
The CHAIIt11(AN. Yo.u need. it fot> :further 

e:x:amtmatian ?" 
Mr. SoNNE'rT~ Yes, ll. <:fa\ 
Senatan BENNETT. 1 :nave. lilo use !or them 

at this time, Mr. Cha.il'manl. 
The· CHAIRMAN. All right, eontfnue your 

examfnatfon then. 
Mr. SoNNETT'. Mr. Boyd, was that plastic 

envelope with tl'lose- lettel'S in the Klein fife 
in Senator DorlD'S oft'fce which you surreptf
tiously removed in June, 1<9641 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I re
sponded to the letter of the chairman 
of the com.m.ittee; my Eesponse 'being 
under date of. July ll., 19~6~ 

Thank you very much !or' aencling, to. me 
your letter e! July; '7. It. eneloses. e.xeerpts 
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of testimony presented at a hearing begin
ning June 22, 1966, by the Select eommittee 
on Standards and Conduct of the United 
States Senate investigating charges of mis..: 
conduct against Senator THOMAS J. DoriD of 
Connecticut. 

Your letter called to my attention two por
tions of the excerpts in which my name ap
pears. Those portions consist of two letters 
which I wrote, one to Mr. Julius Klein under. 
date of February 20, 1964, and the other tO 
Senator SYMINGTON under date of November 
19, 1963. My major comment in regard to 
them is that they speak for themselves and 
on the basis of the facts which I had at my 
command on the dates that they were writ
ten, I am pleased to stand on the record 
which I have made in the letters. 

However, these are not the only letters 
that I have written to Mr. Julius Klein, or 
written about him, or written in regard to 
his activities during my years in the Senate. 
I shall be pleased to make available to the 
Committee, if it so desires, any and all corre
spondence that I have in my omce files con
cerning Mr. Julius Klein. If, at any time, the 
Select Committee on Standards and Conduct 
of the United States Senate would like to 
have me appear before the Committee to 
answer any questions in connection with 
any of the correspondence in my omce files 
to Mr. Klein or concerning Mr. Klein, I shall 
be glad to place myself at the service of the 
Committee. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that my letter in full be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JULY 11, 1966. 
Hon. JOHN C. STENNIS, 
Chai rman, Senate Select Committee on 

Standards and Conduct, Room 222 Sen
ate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Thank you very much for 
sending to me your letter of July 7. It 
encloses excerpts of testimony presented at 
a hearing beginning June 22, 1966 by the 
Select Committee on Standards and Con
duct of the United States Senate investigat
ing charges of misconduct against Senator 
THoMAS J . DoDD of Connecticut. 

Your letter called to my attention two por
tions of the excerpts in which my name ap
pears. Those portions consist of two letters 
which I wrote, one to Mr. Julius Klein under 
date of February 20, 1964, and the other to 
Senator SYMINGTON under date of November 
19, 1963. My major comment in regard to 
them is that they speak for themselves and 
on the basis of the facts which I had at my 
command on the dates that they were writ
ten, I am pleased to stand on the record 
which I have made in the letters. 

However, these are not the only letters 
that I have written to Mr. Julius Klein, or 
written about him, or written in regard to 
his activities during my years in the Senate. 
I shall be pleased to make available to the 
Committee, if it so desires, any and all cor
respondence that I have in my omce files 
concerning Mr. Julius Klein. If, at any 
time, the 8elect Committee on Standards and 
Conduct of the United States Senate would 
like to have me appear before the Commit
tee to answer any questions in connection 
with any of the correspondence in my omce 
files to Mr. Klein or concerning Mr. Klein, 
I shall be glad to place myself at the service 
of the Committee. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

WAYNE MORSE. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
say, in ciosing my comments on this 
matter, that I think that Senator YouNG 
of Ohio and some other Senators who I 

understand have inserted material in the 
RECORD today have performed a service· 
to the Senate in making it perfectly clear 
that the Select Committee on Standards 
and Conduct is entitled to the full sup
port of the Senate in carrying out a 
thorough,- no-stone-remaining-unturned 
investigation and hearing in respect to 
the issues that has been raised by these 
hearings. I repeat, that is the fairest 
thing that can be done for the Senator 
from Connecticut. I know of no evi
dence on the basis of any record made 
by the committee to date, that justifies 
any conclusion that Senator DoDD has 
committed any illegal act. 

Mr. President, I understand that the 
Senator from Connecticut has not com
pleted, as yet, his presentation of his case 
in chief. There is no doubt about the 
fact that the record that has been made 
to date raises questions concerning the 
activities of General Klein that the com
mittee will find it necessary to evaluate 
wnen it comes to analyze the full record 
of the hearings. I do not know what the 
full record made to date shows, because 
I know only what has appeared in the 
papers. But I wish to say, I think the 
committee is to be highly commended 
for following the course of action that 
the Senate in fact directed it to follow. 
I think that the American people and 
the Senate are entitled to have every 
confidence in the committee. I am sure 
that the final report of the committee 
will be based upon the evidence that is 
submitted to it. 

Mr. MILLER subsequently said: Mr. 
President, the current investigation of 
one of my colleagues by the Senate Ethics 
Committee has already caused considera
ble cynical comment by some journalists 
which tends to reftect on the character 
of members of the committee. 

While it is true that a majority of the 
Senate has, for reasons best known to 
itself, failed to take positive action in 
passing a disclosure bill which would 
satisfy the public's right to know about 
the outside income of Members of Con
gress and their families-an opportunity, 
incidentally, which I provided by an 
amendment offered on July 2, 1964-CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD, VOlume 110, part 12, 
pages 15849-15851-it by no means fol
lows that the present members of the 
Senate Ethics Committee will fail to do 
a conscientious job. Suggestions of a 
whitewash are unjustified and premature. 
Only a very small amount of the evidence 
is in, and, until it is all in, no one should 
make a judgment on this case. Moreover, 
until all of the evidence is in and the 
committee has made its decision, no one 
should prejudge the committee. 

Members of the Senate Ethics Com
mittee are serving unselfishly in a most 
sensitive and thankless undertaking. 
How would some of the cynical commen
tators like to serve, themselves, on a com
mittee to probe into the ethical practices 
of members of the journalism profession? 
Instead of being destructive in their 
comments, they ought to be construc
tive-or, at least, neutral until after this 
matter is over. 

. All of this is not to be interpreted as 
any condonation on my part of the way 
the Bobby Baker investigation was han-

died. Nor do I condone the investigaJ. 
tion committee's superficial proposal 
relating to disclosure. We need a mean.:. 
ingful rule relating to disclosure of all 
sources of income by Members of Con
gress and their families, including all of 
those in such a close position of rela
tionship that the public, by having them 
covered by disclosure, will be reassured 
that it has all the information needed. 
We need a body of canons of ethics for 
Members of Congress carrying with it 
the same high standards that prevail 
in the American Bar Association, the 
American Medical Association, and other 
professional groups. The very existence 
of such standards carries with it a salu
tary inftuence on those covered by them. 

I hope there will be no further in
stances of reckless criticism of the 
Senate Ethics Committee and any of its 
members. Each of them has my con
fidence that they will perform their du
ties ln a manner befitting Members of 
the Senate. But it will require a ma
jority of the Members of the Senate it
self to fulfill the public's right to know by 
appropriate legislative action-a duty 
which, I regret to say, was sadly ne
glected here on the Senate ftoor on July 
2, 1964. 

Mr. TYDINGS subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I should like to add my 
commendation to that of my colleagues 
for the outstanding work that Senator 
STENNIS, the distinguished chairman 
of the Select Committee on Standards 
and Conduct, and his fellow committee 
members have been doing in their cur
rent hearings. There can hardly be a 
more difficult and important area of 
congressional work than to hear and 
adjudicate the difficult issues that that 
committee now faces. 

The Senate and the Nation are indeed 
fortunate to be favored with .the ex .. 
traordinary ability, perception, and wis-· 
dom which Senator STENNIS brings to 
these proceedings. He and his colleagues 
deserve the appreciation of the Senate 
and the Nation for the forthrightness, 
thoroughness, fairness, and decorum 
with which they have conducted these 
hearings. 

I have the greatest confidence in the 
distinguished chairman and his col
leagues. I know that the conclusions 
they reach, after all the evidence lias 
been presented, will be fair, accurate, 
-and responsible. 

Senator STENNIS and his fellow com
mittee members deserve the highest re
spect and support from all the citizens 
of our Nation, in this difficult under
taking. 

Mr. KUCHEL subsequently said: 
Mr. President, comment has been made 
earlier today by Senators with respect to 
the Select Committee on Ethics. Surely 
the responsibilities that those six -men
three from my side of the aisle and three 
from the Presiding Officer's-have to 
discharge is of transcendent importance, 
of great and grave difficulty, and_ the 
Members of the Senate place their faith 
in the ability of the six to discharge 
their duties. 

When the senior Senator from Ken
tucky introduced his proposal many 
months ago to create su~h a committee, 
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I saw fit to vote for it. Speaking as a 
Senator, I have great faith in the three 
Republicans who were chosen, and I 
say to my friend, the Senator from Mary
land, I have great · faith in the three 
majority members of that committee 
who were appointed. I am glad to spread 
my own faith on the RECORD. 

Mr. PROXMIRE subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I also rise to commend the 
conduct of the Ethics Committee in this 
most difficult and painful respo:p.sibility. 

Under the chairmanship of the Sena
tor from Mississippi, JOHN STENNIS, the 
committee has made an excellent start. 

Cynics in and out of the Senate con
tended that this would . be a hear-no
evil, see-no-evil, speak-no-evil commit
tee. Any fairminded person who has had 
a chance to review the transcript of the 
record must be impressed by the obvious 
sincerity of committee members-Re
publican as well as DeMocratic-in try
ing to get at the full truth of this com
plex, delicate, and difficult matter. 

This U.S. Senate has a proud tradition. 
People throughout America look to the 
Senate as the leading American source 
of debate and discussion of the problems 
that face the Nation. Together with the 
House, this body has the massive respon
sibility of making the laws under which 
all Americans must live. 

With this vast power, a high standard 
of ethics can and should be demanded 
from this body. The current hearings 
by the committee obviously recognize this 
ethical requirement. 

When Senators were ·appointed to this 
committee, all of us in this body recog
nized what a painful and unwelcome bur
den such an assignment necessarily rep
resented. In spite of this the six Sena
tors appointed to the committee seemed 
at the time of their appointment to rep-
resent excellent selections. · 

Certainly their conduct in these diffi
cult hearings has corroborated this view. 
As one Senator I formally and publicly 
express my thanks to these six men for 
a conscientious and impressive job. 

THE AIRLINE STRIKE 
Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the strike 

which has canceled 60 percent of the 
commercial airline flights in the Nation 
is beginning to have unfortunate effects, 
both on the parties to the dispute and 
on the Nation as a whole. 

Today I received copies of two wires 
sent to the President encouraging him 
to use his best judgment to bring about 
an equitable and immediate solution to 
the strike. I am sure that all Members 
of the Senate join with me in the hope 
that current negotiations will success
fully end this serious work stoppage. I 
ask unanimous consent that these two 
messages be printed in full at the con
clusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the tele
grams were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

JULY 8, 1966. 
The Honorable LYNDON B. JoHNSON, 
President of United , States, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

The current strike against major airlines 
has a serious effect on the economy of our 

city. Being one of the Nation's significant 
industrial centers, it is in the national and 
public interest to use your good omce to 
bring about an early equitable settlement. 

Respectfully yours, 
ROY C. ECHOLS, 

President, 
Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce. 

Hon. LYNDON B. JoHNSON, 
President of the United States, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Indianapolis and In
diana is suffering economic loss at· the in
convenience and tramc delay occasioned by 
the present airline strike. I urge that all 
resources available to the Office of the Presi
dent be used to settle this dispute as equita
bly and expeditiously as possible. 

JOHN J. BARTON, 
Mayor of Indianapolis. 

BUILDING COMMUNITY LEADER
SHIP 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, for 17 
years the National Hairdressers and Cos
metologists Association has been observ
ing a special event during which period 
of time more than 5 million free beauty 
treatments have been given to women 
and girls in various institutions, such as 
homes for the aged, hospitals, penal in
stitutions, and homes for special care. 

During the observance of National 
Beauty Salon Week last Februc.ry, thou
sands of people across this land, includ
ing ministers ·speaking from their pul
pits, publicly complimented the profes
sional cosmetologists on the institutional 
welfare program of their organization of 

Nominees are selected from various 
States entering the contest and the panel 

. of judges makes the selection of the an
nual Charles Award for community 
leadership on the basis of their activity 
in their professional cosmetologist asso
ciation, educational programs, religious 
programs, civic and social welfare pro
grams, and political programs. 

Those who have been honored with 
the Charles Award to date are: 

Miss Edna Emme, St. Louis, Mo. 
Miss Miriam Cardwell, New York City, 

N.Y. 
Mr. Gaines Pressley, Marietta, Ga. 
Mrs. Nelda Lewis, Kilgore, Tex. 
I wish to express my congratulations, 

and I believe those of all Members of the 
U.S. Senate, to Mr. Leonard Benner, of 
Bellevue, Wash., national president of t.he 
National Hairdressers and Cosmetolo
gists Association, and to members of the 
board of directors: Mr. Louis A. Freiberg, 
of New York City, executive secretary; 
Mr. Nathan E. Jacobs, of Omaha, Nebr., 
public relations counselor, and all the 
cosmetologists who participated in these 
notable programs that have helped to 
build better citizens and a greater 
America. 

I offer this salute to the hairdressers 
and cosmetologists in connection with the 
calling of their 46th national convention 
in Houston, Tex., July 24. May they 
ever continue their good work in the 
voluntary welfare field to brighten the 
lives of unfortunate people. 

more than 70,000 members. These "an- TAX HELP TO LATIN AMERICA 
gels of mercy" have done a tremendous STRENGTHENS ·ALLIANCE FOR 
job in giving a lift to unfortunate women. 

During the last 5 years the National PROGRESS 
Hairdressers ·and Cosmetologists Asso- Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as chair-
ciation also has done much to build good man of the Subcommittee of the Foreign 
citizenship and community leadership in Relations Committee which deals with 
its a·nnual community leadership award Latin American Republics, I would like to 
program. call attention to a gratifying develop-

Outstanding judges, representing na- ment in our relations with the countries 
tionally known organizations, serve on of this hemisphere. 
the panel of judges, which makes the When the Alliance for Progress was 
award. For example, the judges for the forged in 1961, tax reform was one of its 
1966 Community Leadership Award are major goals. To assist in this effort, the 
the following: Agency for International Development, 

The Honorable John M. Bailey, chair- in cooperation with the Internal Revenue 
man, Democratic National Committee, Service made teams of experts available 
Washington, D.C. to 15 Latin American countries. 

Dr .. sterling W. Brown, president, Na- Since then, 11 of these countries have 
tiona! Conference of Christians and established permanent tax training sec
Jews, New York, N.Y. tions, 10 have inaugurated a public edu

Mr. Wendell A. Falsgraf, chairman, cation and taxpayer assistance program, 
American Citizenship Committee, Amer- 10 now have return examination pro-
ican Bar Association, Cleveland, Ohio. grams in operation. 

Mrs. T. F. Haynes, executive secretary, The results have been remarkable. As 
Quota, International, Washington, D.C. noted in the July 4 issue of the Intermi-

Dr. Dorothy M. Ford, immediate past · tiona! Commerce magazine, more than 
president, the National Federation of half of these countries have experienced 
Business and Professional Women's increases in their tax collections over 
Clubs, Sherman Oaks, Calif. the past 2 years ranging from 25 to 45 

Mrs. Hans-Arnold Fraenkel, national percent. 
treasurer, League of Women Voters of These new revenues have helped in 
the United States, Hartsdale, N.Y. the fight against inflation, have supplied 

Mrs. Ruth S. Knight, president, Zonta funds for local economic progress, and . 
International, Atlanta, Ga. have improved the climate for all busi-

Mr. Allen H. Seed, Jr., executive vice nesses in these countries-whether they 
president, Keep America Beautiful, Inc., are small or large, domestic or foreign. 
New York, N.Y. . What is also significant, these develop

The Honorable BoB WILSON, Member ments will undoubtedly bolster confi
of Congress, chairman, Republican Con- dence in the ·democratic process through
gressional Committee, San Diego, Cal1f. out Latin America. 
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This is an excellent example of how 
countries of the Americas can cooperate. 
I would like to commend the personnel 
in AID and IRS who have been making 
this program work, and ask unanimous 
consent that the descriptive article to 
which I have referred to be included 1n 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
U.S. GoVERNMENT AcTIONS: TAx TEAMS FRoM 

THE UNITED STATES ASSISTING LATIN LANDS 
TO BOLSTER SYSTEMs--BETTER COLLECTIONS 
WILL HELP NATIONS WITH LOCAL FuNDS 
NEEDED To COMPLEMENT 0UTSmE GRANTS 
OF .ALLIANCE FOR PROGRESS PROGRAM 

Modernization of tax laws and particularly 
establishment of more effective enforcement 
measures throughout Latin America have 
radically improved the economic outlook in 
a number of countries there. Specialists 
from the U.S. have assisted in this process. 

The procedures have served to curb infla
tion and better the climate for domestic and 
foreign private enterprise. They have made 
It possible to raise the level of tax revenue 
and enable Latin American governments to 
provide the local funds needed to go along 
with the outside assistance provided under 
the Alliance for Progress program. 

The vital contribution that sound ad
ministration makes to a nation's tax system 
was emphasized by U.S. Secretary of Treas
ury Henry H. Fowler in a recent talk to La tin 
American tax offtc~als. 

"The wisest tax laws, as we all know, mean 
very little unless they are administered ef
fectively.'' he said. "In absence of good ad
ministration, a tax law represents very llttle 
more than a high-sounding, hollow expres
sion of economic or politieal policy." 

ALLIANCE SPURRED REFOaMS 

The improvements made by Central and 
South American countries in 'their tax sys
tem stem from the A111ance for Progress 
launched in 1961. The 10-year development 
plan for Latin America drawn up at that 
time set tax reform as one of its major goals.. 

The Agency for International Development 
in cooperation with the Internal Revenue 
Service has supplied technical assistance in 
the form of tax administration teams in 15 
countries. 

With AID providing the funds and ffiS the 
tax experts, the U.S. teams give advice and 
assistance a particular nation might require 
to make its tax administration more efftcient, 
productive and equitable. 

While results are not achieved overnight, 
considerable progress has been made. The 
following table shows the tax revenue in
crease for those countries where the cur
rency has remained stable. 

Total ttl% revenue collections 
[In millions of U.S. dollars] 

1963 1964 1965 
-----------1---------
Guatemala __ ------_----------Costa Rica __________________ _ 
El Salvador ___ ------------·---Nicaragua. __________________ _ 
Panarna-------------·------
Paraguay ---------------------Ecuador _____________________ _ 
Peru __ --------------- -- - --- - -

1 Estimated. 
2 Preliminary. 

91.1 1{)2. 7 
50.5 ' 56.7 
66. 2 79.8 
19.0 26.9 
55.0 59.6 
30.0 . 31.9 

~~~:~ ·2!~J 

118.8 
65.2 
84.9 
32.9 
70.0 
42.2 

1191.3 
1507.4 

The 1965 increase in El .Salvador is signifi
cant because it was achieved in spite of the 
severe 1965 earthquak'e which disrupted the 
economy. 

In countries where inflation has been a 
factor, part of the rise in tax collections is 

due to improved tax administration. In 
Chile, for example, tax receipts rose in two 
years from 13.8% of ,gross national product to 
16.5%. And it is in. Chile that the first suc
cessful prosecutions for tax fr~ud have taken 
place. Audits of returns have raised addi
tional assessments 600% in three years. 

SCHOOL MILK PROGRAM MUST NOT 
BE SHORTCHANGED 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, yes
terday I announced my intention to fight 
for funds for the school milk program in 
addition to the $105 million provided in 
the agriculture appropriations bill as 
reported to the floor of the Senate if 
such an increase seems essential to the 

Tax help is offered only to those countries 
specifically requesting it. When such a call 
comes in-generally through the AID mis
sion-IRS conducts a survey to identify the 
nature and scope of tax administration prob
lems involved, the objectives for overcom
ing them, and the advisabiUty of rendering 
a tax advisory team. 

, continued progress of the program. 

When a tax team enters a country, IRS 
experts act strictly in an advisory capacity. 
The responsibi11ty and authority to make 
decisions remain with the host country. 

VARYING SIZES 

The size of a · tax team varies from one man 
to seven or eight, depending on the goals of 
the program. The overall objective could be 
to improve every aspect of tax administration 
or only such phases as returns, collection, en
forcement, training, public information or 
taxpayer education. 

IRS also aids foreign tax offtcials in train
ing and orientation-either on an individual 
or group basis. Individual programs are 
tailored to a special need, while group ses
sions invo)ve representatives from eight to 
ten countries in a six to ten week course. 

A new development is the IRS mobile 
audit training team. The goalls to provide 
intensive on-site tralnlng to revenue agents 
ln such areas as acoounting principles and 
the examlnation of tax returns. The teams 
also train local agents who in turn teach 
others. 

EXAMPLES CITED 

In addition to statistics previously listed, 
the following are cited as examples of tax 
reform in Latin America resulting from ffiS
AID cooperation. 

Panama increased delinquent tax collec
tions 130% in 1965; additional assessments 
from enforcement rose from .$1.7 million in 
1964 to $2.5 million in 1965 and over $6 mil
lion of the $10.5 million tax revenue increase 
in 1965 was directly attributable to tax re
form and improved tax administration. 

In Ecuador, a widespread publicity and 
taxpayer assistance program upped-the num
ber of returns filed from 27,000 in .1964 to 
60,000 in 1965. 

In Peru, a pilot delinquent-return pro
gram produced 1,400 returns involving nearly 
$500,000. The six people assigned to this 
program will be joined by 23 more this year. 

Uruguay seized the assets of three busi
nessmen to satisfy long-overdue tax obliga
tions. · As a result of publlcity given to this 
action, others who owe back taxes are de
claring their debts and paying them. 

Colombia netted over three million pesos 
'in a delinquent tax· program that cost only 
138,000 pesos to administer. 

PERMANENT CENTERS 

Of the 15 Latin nations participating in 
the program, permanent training sections 
·have been established in 11; public educa
tion and taxpayer assistance ls being carried 
on by 10; return examination programs are 
in operation in 10; delinquent tax programs 
.have been adopted by nine, and failure to 
:fllEi are being investigated in eight countries. 

· While Latin America is receiving primary 
attention from the U.S. tax assistance staff, 
aid is being offered to other countries as 
manpower permits. The Philippines, Korea 
and India are presently receiving such help. 

For ms, Harold Moss is in charge of the 
Foreign Tax Assistance Staff. He worked 
with Japanese offtcials in the rebuilding of 
that nation's tax system after World War 
II, and half of his 32 years with the ms 
have been spent overseas. 

Past history would seem to indicate 
that this amount simply is not enough. 
Although the agency administering the 
program within the Department of Agri
culture asked for only $105 million when 
the fiscal 1967 budget was p-repared, the 
Department itself requested $106 million 
for the program as long ago as fiscal 
1965-2 years ago. 1n fact I asked the 
program's administrator, Howard Davis, 
back in 1964 how much would have to 
be appropriated if the reimbursement 
rate to the States was to be continued 
at the iisc8.1 1964 level Hls answer? 
$108 million. 

This, mind you, was before the Head
start programs, which use school milk, 
had fully gotten underway; before the 
current baby boom had further acceler
ated the numbers in our school-age pop
ulation; and before the school milk pro
gram reached its current high participa
tion level. 

Yet we find now, 2 years later, that 
only $105 million will be made available. 

I will continue to keep a close eye on 
this program to see if $105 million is 
indeed adequate. If it is not I will do 
my best to get additional funds in a 
supplemental appropriations bill. 

PROPOSED BRIDGE DAM AND MAR
BLE CANYON DAM ON THE COLO
RADO RIVER IN -ARIZONA 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, the lead 

editorial 1n the Washington Post this 
morning goes a long way toward putting 
into proper perspective the controversial 
proposal to build the Bridge and Marble 
Canyon Dams on the Colorado River in 
Arizona. The editorial is one of the most 
sensible and low-keyed discussion of this 
inflammable subject which I have yet 
seen. 

As a proponent of the dams, I welcome 
at long last the recognition of the fact 
that we do not want to "ruin'' forever 
the spectacular Grand Canyon Gorge, 
or to change completely the character 
of the river which runs through it. I 
want to minimize the impact on both, 
and I think the bill as now drawn will 
do this. But all ,should recognize, as the 
editorial points out, the need for fully 
utilizing the waters of the Colorado River 
in the parched Southwest .area of the 
country. 

I appreciate editorial emphasis· of ·'the 
fact that Lake Powell, the reservoir be
hind Glen Canyon Dam upstream on the 
Colorado, has indeed proyed to be a 
beauty spot rather than the desecration 
of the river which nature lovers predict
ed. Americans are . now coming by the 
thousands to see Glen Canyon and the 
Rainbow Bridge where before only a 
hardy few could float down the muddy 
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river on rubber rafts. The scenery is 
not identical with what it was in the pre
Lake Powell period, but most people say 
it is now enhanced and even more beau
tiful than it was in its original state. 

I commend to my colleagues the 
thoughtful and reasonable discussion of 
the "Colorado River Issue" which ap
peared in the Washington Post on July 
14, and ask unanimous consent that it 
be carried in· the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

COLORADO RIVER ISSUE 
Debate began yesterday in the House In

terior and Insular Affairs Committee on one 
of the most important bills before Congress 
this year-the measure to authorize the Cen
tral Arizona Project. It is vital to the 30 
million people of the seven states in the 
Colorado River Basin. Indeed, the entire 
country will be affected by the outcome be
cause of the great national interest in the 
Grand Canyon of the Colorado. 

The Committee will have to weigh two 
major objectives. The Colorado Basin states 
are clamoring for this final step in harness
ing the great river as an essential element 
of their continued growth. Indeed, they in
sist that they cannot survive without addi
tional water. With rare unanimity, they are 
asking Congress to authorize a project that 
will divert 1.2 million acre-feet of water each 
year to the parched and thirsty areas around 
Phoenix and Tucson. 

The Upper Basin states are supporting this 
undertaking only because the bill would also 
authorize five new water projects in Colorado 
at a cost of $361 million and a study of 13 
other Upper Basin projects. In the picture 
is the further hope of importing water for 
the semi-arid Southwest, to be financed at 
least in part by power revenues to be derived 
from the proposed dams at Bridge and Mar
ble Canyons. Representative MORRis K. UDALL 
of Arizona recently held out hope that about 
$3 billion will be left in the basin fund "to 
help solve the larger water problems of the 
seven basin states." 

The project unfortunately comes into col
lision with the passionate desire of many 
conservation groups to avoid any further 
obstruction of the picturesque Colorado. 
Ignoring or playing down the water problem, 
they cry out against the "ruin of the Grand 
Canyon." The Sierra Club and a number of 
Congressmen are asking Congress, not only 
to defeat the proposed Bridge and Marble 
Canyon Dams, but also greatly to extend the 
existing Grand Canyon National Park. 

To our way of thinking, the answer must 
necessarily lie somewhere between the two 
extremes. The inescapable fact is that har
nessing of the Colorado has been essential 
to the burgeoning of the Southwest. It 
could not support its present population 
without the impoundments of water behind 
immense dams (Hoover, Glen Canyon, Flam
ing Gorge and others) . There is no doubt a 
compelling logic to completion of the system 

· with due regard for scenic and recreational 
values as well as economic advantages. 

We think that Congress will recognize this 
logic and pass some measure authorizing the 
Central Arizona Project. At the same time 
it is under obligation to this and future gen
erations to minimize the impact upon the 
natural beauty of the Colorado River. Any 
grave encroachment upon the Grand Canyon 
National Park itself would be unthinkable, 
and even the change of the river into a lake 
for 13 miles at the western end of the park by 
the Bridge Canyon Dam ought to be avoided 
if possible. 

While earnestly seeking an alternative, 
however, is is plain nonsense to speak of this 

proposed minor change in the park as ruin
ing the Grand Canyon. It would not alter 
the awesome sight that visitors in the Na
tional Park see. The 175-mile Lake Powell 
behind Glen Canyon Dam has demonstrated, 
moreover, that stored water in the desolate 
Southwest can in some cases add greatly to 
recreational values. 

We hope that Congress, in moving to uti
lize the full potential of the Colorado for 
the people, will give due weight to scenic and 
recreational values. Numerous suggestions 
for a compromise between the demands for 
water and the demands for preservation of 
natural beauty have been made. One is elim
ination of the proposed Marble Canyon Dam 
and the addition of this gorge to Grand Can
yon National Park. Another is reduction of 
the height of Bridge Canyon Dam so as to 
avoid any water storage in the park and re
duction of the flooding in the Grand Canyon 
National Monument. 

There are various other proposals for en
largement of Grand Canyon National Park 
by the inclusion of sections of the Kaibab 
Game Reserve, the Kaibab National Forest 
and the National Monument. Congress 
could soften the impact of whatever it finds 
necessary to do to meet the water problem 
of the Southwest by adding to the remark
able complex of scenic and recreational pre
serves in the area. 

THE 179TH ANNIVERSARY OF BAS
TILLE DAY 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, today, the 
14th of July, is a great national holiday 
in one of the oldest nations of the West
ern World. This date holds a hallowed 
place in the national heritage of France. 
To the people of that nation the 14th of 
July is symbolic of the striving for hu
man freedom, a striving for which the 
French are well noted. And to Amer
icans of French extraction, this day is 
also one of great pride. 

This year France will celebrate the 
179th anniversary of the day in 1789 
when the people of Paris took control 
of the fortress called the Bastille. This 
fortress, which dominated the city, had 
become in the minds of the populace a 
symbol of tyranny and arbitrary govern
ment. It had long been used by suc
cessive regimes as a prison for political 
dissenters, who were spirited away from 
normal life and locked in the fortress, 
often never to be heard from again. It 
was also possible in those days for high 
officials of the land and court favorites 
to have someone they disliked put se
cretly in the Bastille, with no record 
available as to what had happened to the 
unfortunate person. 

It is no wonder that the people hated 
this prison, this Bastille, and all for . 
which it stood. A great and widening 
gulf existed between the old order, the 
status quo, and the new popular move
ment for liberty. During a demonstra
tion, when it became apparent that the 
people would have to protect themselves, 
the governor of the Bastille refused to is
sue arms when he was requested to do 
so. It was then that the hatred of op
pression, represented by this building, 
caused the people to storm the fortress. 

The attack on this symbol of all the 
cruel and despotic aspects of the then 
traditional order in Em:ope, helped to 

open the floodgates of revolution which 
in time spread to almost all the nations 
of the continent. The struggle for lib
erty and justice before the law was 
given a great impetus by the event which 
the people of France so proudly con
memorate today. 

It was our forefathers who :fired the 
"shot heard around the world" which in 
a sense began the revolution for human 
rights and the dignity of man. The citi
zens who took the Bastille were surely 
fallowing in the same path. We can 
thus sincerely extend to the French na
tion our deepest congratulations and 
best wishes on this holiday which is so 
significant for not only their great na
tion, but for all of mankind as well. 

THE AIRLINES STRIKE 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a num
ber of editorials appeared today support
ing the statement I made in the Senate 
yesterday concerning the need for new 
legislation to protect the public interest 
in strikes which imperil the public 
health or safety. 
- I ask unanimous consent that these 
editorials be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi
torials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the New York Times, July 14, 1966) 

IMPOTENCE ON STRIKES 
In rejecting the flexible and generous 

terms recommended by a Presidential emer
gency board and all attempts at arbitration 
of the airline strike, the leadership of the 
International Association of Machinists is 
taking an unreasonable and irresponsible 
stand, deliberately fioutlng the public in
terest. 

The powers of the Federal Government to 
end this dispute that has paralyzed a large 
part of the nation's air freight and passenger 
traffic are severely limited. Because the Gov
ernment is powerless, the union is under no 
compulsion to yield to reason. It is free to 
cripple air transportation, causing incon
venience and frustration and increasing 
costs, in defiance of the President and in 
disregard of the public. 

The machinists are acting within the law. 
But there is something wrong with a law 
that permits either labor or management 
thus to ignore the public interest and dis
rupt the nation's transportation services. 
Mr. Johnson pledged himself to correct this 
glaring weakness in his las:t state of the 
Union message. He stated then that he 
would "ask the Congress to consider meas
ures which, without improperly invading 
state and local authority, will enable us to 
effectively deal with strikes which threaten 
irreparable damage to the national interest." 

But the President has never since then 
advanced any such proposals. In Congress, 
Senators FRANK J. LAUSCHE and JACOB K. 
JAvrrs are moving to make up for the Admin
istration's lapse by calling for a form of 
binding arbitration to strengthen the Gov
ernment's hand to deal with disputes that 
threaten essential national services. The 
machinists' strike is the latest evidence of 
the need for stronger powers in such areas. 

[From the Journal of Commerce and Com
mercial, July 14, 1966] 
AN EMERGING PATTERN 

In its strike against nearly two thirds of 
the airline industry, the International As
sociation of Machinists has further extended 
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a pattern that is becoming all too fam1liar 
in American labor relations. 

The sequence of events goes like this: 
Labor and management are at their usual 
loggerheads in a transport or transport
related industry the Government considers 
to be essential. As a strike deadline is 
reached, or nearly reached, the Taft-Hartley 
or Railway Labor acts are invoked or, as in 
the case of New York last Winter, the Con
don-Wadlin Act. If industry and labor can
not agree, the reasoning goes, impartial arbi
trators should delve into the facts and come 
up with a solution fair to both sides. 

So far so good. But what happens then? 
If both sides are asked to accept binding ar
bitration, industry generally agrees, though 
often with reluctance. Labor just as fre- · 
quently refuses. Very well, there would be 
no binding arbitration. But when the fact
finding reports and recommend.l. tiona e.re 
presented the same thing ha:;>pens. The em
ployers accept with reluctance and the 
unions refuse. 

This pattern, as we noted earlier, is get
ting too general for comfort. There are many 
examples of it, but a few recent instances 
are worth citing. It was the case with the 
International Longshoremen's Association's 
most recent strikes along the Atlantic-Gulf 
waterfronts. It was the case with the st:·'-;e 
of the Marine Engineers' Beneficial Associa
tion against shipping lines last year, ana 
with the strike of the Transport Workers' 
Union against the New York City transit sys
tem last January. It is also the case with 
lAM's current strike agalnst five major air
lines. 

Negotiations for a new contract between 
IAM and the airlines have been in progress 
for nearly a year. Formal mediation under 
auspices of the National Mediation Board 
began -in February .and ended in failure in 
March. The NMB then suggested Linding 
arbitration under the Railway Labor Act, 
which a1so governs labor disputes in the 
airline industry. 

Within two days of this offer the carriers 
had accepted and the unions rejected bind
ing arbitration. A month later President 
Johnson created an emergency board, which 
reported back to him a compromise solution 
on June 5, one day before the st.rike dead
line. A 30-day no-strike period was then 
decreed and on June 7 the President endorsed 
the emergency board's recommendations_ on 
the grounds that they "form the frame
work for a just and prompt settlement, which 
is in the national interest." Once again the 
carriers accepted and the unions rejected 
the whole package. 

It is, of course, conceivable that at one 
time or another a panel of outside experts 
will produce recommendations not entirely 
fair to the unions-even one consisting (as 
did the panel in this case) of Senator WAYNE 
MoRsE, Richard E. Neustadt, associate dean 
of Harvard's School of Public Administration, 
and Washington attorney David Ginsburg. 
It is just as conceivable that a given panel 
might unwittingly be unfair to management. 

But what is one to make of the impression 
that in case after case the transport unions 
are victimized by the impartial arbitrators 
and Presidential fact-finding boards-no 
matter how distinguished their rosters may 
be or how highly endorsed the recommenda
tions may be outside the councils of the 
unions themselves? 

This is what one must keep in mind in 
assessing the very costly and disruptive re
cent strikes along the waterfront, against 
the shipping industry, against the New York 
City transit system and now against five ma
jor airlines. These strikes were called not 
because management refused to give way 
to union demands, but because in each case 
the union involved refused to accept what 
impartial arbitrators found to be a fair set
tlement. 

From this one might deduce that only the 
unions themselves are the proper judges of 
.what can be considered a fair settlement, or. 
to put it another way, no Government body 
and no consideration of public interest or 
public inconvenience should be allowed in 
any circumstances to come between the un
ions and what they may be able to wrest by 
exerting the maximum pressure on the em
ployers and on the public. 

Senator JAVITS was absolutely right in say
ing yesterday that the President does not 
have "a s-ingle statutory step left" to protect 
the public in this instance and in adding 
"surely it is high time we stopped pretending 
that existing laws are adequate." The mech
anisms provided by law, in this case the 
Railway Labor Act, have been entirely ex
hausted. 

But the fact that in a statutory sense the 
President is left without weapons is not an 
excuse for accepting this sorry state of affairs 
as necessarily permanent. Where is that new 
emergency strike legislation Mr. Johnson has 
indicated is in the works? The time to pro
duce it and the time for Congress to get 
down to business on it is now. 

NATIONAL LABOR FRONT 
Two U.S. Senators spoke out vigorously yes

terday in favor of national legislation to ward 
off crushing nationwide strikes, such as the 
current airlines walkout. 

Sen. JACOB JAVITS (R,-:N.Y.) proposes that 
a special Congressional committee whip to
gett~er some corrective legislation. 

PUBLIC IS HELPLESS 
The President, JAviTs points out, promised 

such a move to protect the innocent public 
in his January state of the Union message. 
.. Surely it is high time we stopped pretend
ing that existing laws are adequate," he adds. 

Sen. RoBERT P. GRtFFIN (R-Mich.) on this 
past hot Tuesday had to struggle back to 
Washington from Detroit via a plane to Bos
ton. He arrived convinced firsthand that 
the Railway Labor Act is woefully inade
quate when it comes to handling modern 
airline strikes. He, like JAVITS, demands 
Congressional action . . And what's been the 
big delay? 

[From Newsday, July 13, 1966] 
STATE OP' AFFAmS 

(By Clayton Fritchey) 
STUPID STRIKES 

WASHINGTON .-In his state of the union 
message on January .20, President Johnson, 
in the wake of New York's crippling subway 
strike, said: 

"I intend to ask Congress to consider 
measures which without improperly invading 
state and local authority will enable us effec
tively to deal with strikes which threaten 
irreparable damage to the national interest." 

That•s the last we've heard about that. Six 
months have gone by and, as the shutdown 
of the airlines painfully shows, nothing has 
been done. There has been no White House 
followup, and none appears on the horizon. 
In fairness to Johnson, it should be noted 
that he finds himself in the same dilemma 
that has frustrated many other White House 
incumbents: It's easy to talk about doing 
something; it is not at all easy to do it; for 
the plain fact is that no President has been 
able to find a wholly acceptable and effective 
remedy for strikes which imperil the public 
interests. 

It is also a notable fact that both George 
Meany, president of the AFL-CIO, and Wal
ter Reuther, the No. 2 labor leader, joined 
the President in denouncing the subway 
strike, but they have not come forward with 
any new remedies either. Meany, in his 
usual constructive fashion, merely said he 
would oppose any presidential effort to ob
tain federal legislation covering city and 

state employees. Reuther, in his more re
sponsive way, said, "Society can't tolerate 
stoppages which endanger the very existence 
of society." 

Reuther 1s wrong. Society not only can, 
but does tolerate such stoppages. In the 
last few years there have been big strikes 
which shut down shipping, building, public 
schools, newspapers, taxis, buses, and the 
airlines. 

In each instance everybody, including the 
lawmakers, SPoreed "there ought to be a law." 
But it takes time to prepare legislation, and 
by that time the emergency is over and the 
pressure is off. It is also then discovered 
that while strikes are damaging, they seldom 
prove fatal to the national interest. They 
just seem to at the time. 

At the moment, the country is indignant 
about the airline shutdown, and there is 
renewed talk of "doing something" but in the 
wake of settlement, the passion .for reform 
will, as usual, soon spend itself. The politi
cians are wise to this. SiX months ago every
one thought this session of Congress would 
certainly pass new strike legislation, but 
there is little or nothing left of that innocent 
hope. 

Perhaps, after all these years, it is time for 
us to stop kidding ourselves that there is 
.some miraculous answer to these exasperat
ing, and often stupid strikes, which hurt the 
innocent bystander-namely the public. 
After the Manhattan subway strike, New 
York State was urged to emulate the Na
tional Railway Labor Act, which provides f.or 
a national mediation board to handle dis
putes between rail or air carriers and labor 
unions. It also permits a presidential emer
gency board to make nonbinding recommen
dations if mediation fails, and provides for 
a 30-day cooling-off period before a strike can 
be called. 

Arbitration demanded 
Yet in the airline dispute, every step of 

this procedure was followed, and still there 
was a strike. That's what prompts recurring 
demands for compulsory arbitration. For 
years this radical but seemingly simple solu
tion has tempted Americans. A recent Gal
lup poll showed the public 2-1 in !avor of it, 
a large increase over last year. Unfortu
nately, it has two serious drawbacks. 

First, various state experiments with com
pulsory arbitration have not been too en-

. couraging, nor has experience of other coun
tries where it has been tried nationally. 
Second, both labor and management shrink 
from such critical government intervention, 
.and as long as they feel that way it is un
likely that Congress will go against them. 

Still, even if forced arbitration is not the 
instant answer, Congress has an obligation 
to develop better strike machinery than we 
have now. It could do worse than consider 
the formula sponsored by Senator JACOB 
JAVITS (R-N.Y.). 

If, under his proposal, a labor dispute did 
not yield to fact-finding or a compulsory 
30-day bargaining period, federal courts, at 
the President's request, could appoint receiv
ers to operate struck faclllties to the extent 
necessary for health or safety. If the ad
ministration feels this is not a good answer, 
it would be helpful to know why-and also 
what its own promised answer is. 

[From Newsday) 
THE PUBLIC BE DAMNED 

The airline strike is now in its sixth day, 
with both sides refusing to budge, and both 
apparently happy not to bargain. Five ma
jor lines are closed, inconveniencing about 
150,000 passengers per day seeking to reach 
231 U.S. cities and 23 foreign countries. 
Travelers who really have to go have en
gaged in some fantastic expedients to reach 
their destinations. One man flew from Cali
fornia to London and then back to New York 
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on a non-struck carrier. Others have gone 
to California by way of Mexico, or to Chicago 
by way of Montreal. 

Both the economic loss and the incon
venience have been incalculable, not to men
tion the problem involved in moving mem
bers of the armed forces bound for Viet
nam. Non-striking employes of the struck 
airlines are beginning to feel the pinch too. 
Eastern Airlines, for example, has laid off 
12,000 workers who do not belong to the 
striking International Association of Ma
chinists. American industry in the long 
run is also bound to suffer, since important 
shipments so often travel by air. 

This is another of those "public be 
damned" strikes in which neither side shows 
any conscience. Without discussing the 
merits of the union's demands and manage
ment's counteroffer, both contending forces 
have been standing pat, and no amount of 
government mediation has budged them. 

Congress, under the lash of this latest 
strike, has begun to rouse from its torpor. 
Senators LAUSCHE (D-Ohio) and JAVITS (R
N.Y.) are sponsoring bills that recognize the 
problem of strikes against the public interest 
but these do not go far enough. 

The only answer, and Congress is ducking 
it. 1s ·to create an independent, non-politi
cally appointed board representing labor, 
management and the consumer in equal 
numbers. That board must have the power 
to step 1n and to enforce settlements that 
are in the public interest. An outraged pub
lic must eventually make its feelings known 
so that crippling strikes such as the present 
one can be prevented through compulsory 
arbitration when normal bargaining fails. 

Since, at this :p1oment, Teamster boss Jim
my Hoffa is preparing to demand nationwide 
contracts with grocery store chains and re
gional contracts with big dairy companies, 
the threat of a national truc'king tieup is 
menacingly near. Action is needed, and this 
sess.lon o! Congress must provide it. 

CONTAINERIZATION AND THE FU
TURE OF THE AMERICAN MER
CHANT MARINE 
Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, Nor

man Scott, executive vice president of 
Matson Lines, presented an excellent 
statement to the Maritime Administra
tion Transportation Industry Symposium 
in Washington, D.C. on May 26. This is 
a factual statement indicating the di
rection that technology will lead in the 
next 20 years as our merchant :fleet con
tinues to modernize. It is · recognized 
that Matson Navigation Co. has played 
a leadership role in the development in 
marine transportation that has so sub
stantially increased the efficiency of our 
domestic merchant marine and substan
tially reduced freight rates to our off
shore areas such as Hawaii and Alaska. 
I ask unanimous consent that the re
marks of Mr. Scott entitled "Container
ization-1986" be included in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CONTAINERIZATION-1986 
That title sounds a bit Orwellian-but this 

brief look into one aspect of the transporta
t ion industry 20 years hence is not designed 
along such lines. 

I will sketch a picture of our industry ln 
the 1980's, pointing out a major problem area. 
that must be met head-on now if we are 
to progress at the rate we should. 

We all know the transportation industry
on the sea, ,on the land and in the air-has 
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made tremendous strides in the past 20 years. 
And within the industry 1t has been a period 
of progress for ocean shipping after years of 
doldrums as far as new developments were 
concerned. 

Those big "boxes" are still revolutionizing 
transportation. More and more steamship, 
airline and rail and truck carriers all over 
the world are going into containerized opera
tions. It has reached a point where a ship
ping company carrying general cargo almost 
has to provide a container service to stay 
even with its competitors. For ocean trans
portation, containerization represents as 
dramatic a change as did the advent of steam 
150 years ago. 

So it is safe to predict that progress in the 
next 20 years will be even more impressive 
and exciting than the past 20 years with 
containerization developments going full 
ahead on many fronts at the same time-in 
trucking, the railroads and airlines, as well 
as the ocean carriers. 

It takes no crystal-gazer to see what lies 
ahead. Many of the tools and most of the 
know-how exist today waiting to be assem
bled and put to work for a new era of trans
portation. 

Containerization, 1986, will go hand 1n 
glove with "6th or 7th generation com- · 
puters". It wm be an era of faster ships, 
possibly nuclear-powered, much more auto
mated than at present and probably larger. 
Terminals, too, will be modernized, with 
cranes and other cargo handling machinery 
moving containers swiftly and easily !rom 
shore to ship to shore controlled by com
puters. Shipyards will have to be highly 
automated. 

Also in prospect are such exotic items as 
large hydro-foil vessels, submarine tankers, 
"winged-llull" or hover craft and ground
effect machines, which skim over the water 
on a cushion of air at 200 knots with hun
dreds of tons of cargo or hundreds of pas
sengers. Perhaps there will be cargo-laden 
missiles. Nobody views any of these things 
as pipe dreams any longer, not after what 
has happened in space and on sea and land 
since World War II. 

Put all this glamourous hardware into op
eration and it looks a.s though we have it 
made. But to complete the picture and make 
it all work for maximum benefit to the ulti
mate consumer will require the creation and 

- application of comprehensive systems con
cepts to develop maximum effectiveness of 
total distribution. 

Consider the world demand for consumer 
goods. by 1986 in light of population growth 
and standard of living increases in progress 
today. More people need more things and 
wm be demanding more all the time. That 
means more and, hopefully, better transpor
tation geared to the jet and atomic age, 
rather than the era of the "Model T'' and the 
5-cent streetcar fare. 

What wlll be needed is a fully coordinated 
physical systems concept designed to provide 
total distribution of the lowest over-all cost 
consistent with service requirements to the 
ultimate consumer. 

Containerization has great potential, but 
to yield its greatest benefits, it requires an 
integrated system. Such a system from a 
shipper's point of view would comprehend 
production scheduling, inventory control, in
surance, storage, damage prevention and 
customer service and marketing. The tie-in, 
of course, must be complete between ocean 
carriers and rail, truck and air carriers to 
provide a system with this capability. 

Unless containerization 20 years from now 
is part of a fully-integrated system, bottle
necks, red tape and inefficiency will inhibit 
much of the economic progress of the na
tion's and, for that matter, the world's trans
portation systems. 

Achievement will be difficult but not im
possible-provided that we start now to ex-

ercise "management technology" in a states
man-like way to solve such problems ~ 
competition between modes, standardiza
tion, the sociological questions of the impact 
of new techniques on the labor force, regu
latory rigidity, the complications of tariffs, 
more realistic rate making, the political im
plications inherent in each phase, and each 
regional requirement. 

By pointing out some of the more critical 
problems we can start to solve some of them 
to pave tbe way for the shiny, new concept 
of "Containerization-1986"-and realize its 
potential. 

I have identified "management technology" 
as the key to these problems. And by man
agement, I mean the management of govern
ment and labor as well as industry-it is 
everyone's concern. The challenge will be to 
achieve an environment by 1986 which will 
permit full realization of the remarkable 
"hardware technology" that is already on the 
drawing boards and in the memory banks of 
the computers. The hardware development 
potential, or the physical systems capability, 
already exceeds our management ability to 
utilize it fully. 

My thesis and, if you will, my "message". 
is that to .an even greater extent, we face a 
..need to match "management technology" 
with the "hardware technology" capability we 
will pGSsess by 1986. 

Among the specific areas demanding at
tention today to be where we should be 20 
years hence are the legal, regulatory, so
ciological and political ramifications, each a 
vital part of the complete transportation 
picture. 

Most of our present laws affecting trans
portation were written when physical sys
tems capabilities were either not thought 
of or tn the early stages of development. 
Tlley were not designed to encourage or even 
cope with the creation of systems that can 
now be physically established and operated. 
I refer, of course, to a much broader spec
trum of transportation than ocean cargo con
tainer systems. And this points up the 
critical nature of the legal aspects confront
ing the industry in the years ahead. We 
must have laws that are based on today's, 
and tomorrow's, physical systems potentials. 

For example, the container system as we 
know it today basically uses a single mode 
of transportation. Inter-modal use is still 
1n its infancy. To accelerate the growth of 
maximum efficiency systems, legislation is 
required to encourage efficient inter-modal 
operations by permitting single ownership of 
inter-modal fac111t1es by development or ac
qui&ition. As a minimum, the law should 
encourage streamlining physical operations 
by simplifying the development and adminis
tration of single !actor rates. The legislation 
should provide for a single, independent reg
ulatory agency having jurisdiction over all 
modes o! integrated transportation. And fi
nally, some deregulation is essential if multi
modal transportation is to keep pace with 
the international demands of our industrial 
sooiety where rapid change 1s the order of 
the day. 

Our regulatory processes, some of which 
date back to the 19th century. need a thor
ough overhaul. We simply can't continue to 
be hamstrung by them in the 1980's. As 
mentioned, reaction time must be reduced. 
Present regulatory practices are too slow and 
cumbersome and more critically. they are 
increasingly usurping management func
tions. 

Besides carrier regulation and tariff ad
ministration, there are customs regulationsJ 
documentation. procedures and operational 
safety administrati-on to be considered. 

These .activities 'Should be brought into 
step with the times to foster the develop
ment and to meet the future requirements of 
the most efllcient physical systen1s that can 
be assembled. 
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It is equally vital that rates ~nd tariffs. 

be simplified. The volume and complexities 
of today's rail and truck, and even ocean, 
tariffs are unnecessary road-blocks to the 
development of inter-modal and multi-modal 
cargo movements. The trend toward per
container rates should be encouraged. It is 
an economically logical process, which will 
materially simplify development of inter
modal systems. In the same regard, rate
making procedures should be based on costs 
rather than the value of service or other 
bases. 

Here again, the evolution of a management 
technology in the field of regulatory affairs is 
needed. It seems obvious that if changes are 
not made, the growth of containerization will 
be retarded by red tape before the 1980's. 
"Management technology" must be a moving 
force in developing new ideas and shaping 
the future form of regulations that will fos
ter maximum efficiency systems. 

Now let's consider the sociological implica
tions of our transportation preview of 1986. 
There are, I submit, three major categories 
that urgently require application of new 
management technology. 

First is the all-important field of labor
management relations. Labor and manage
ment share a mutual responsibility to devel
op an equitable method or program to han- ... 
dle personnel adjustments resulting from 
automation and other applications of new 
technologies and equipment. In transporta
tion, management and labor should be able 
to evolve satisfactory solutions through col
lective bargaining, even though they have 
had their troubles down through the years. 
Both have been criticized for tie-ups and 
public inconvenience. The maritime indus
try, in particular, has been through some 
rugged times in the mid-30's and postwar 
period. But there are definite signs of better 
understanding by both labor and manage
ment of the myriad problems that lie ahead, 
and of the need to work together to solve 
them. Ideally, new systems, new hardware 
and new ideas will create new jobs but there 
are bound to be dislocations and changes as 
they evolve. Part of the "management tech
nology" we need is the ability for employee 
and employer groups to anticipate these 
problems before they become critical. 

Next, for our second sociological consider
ation, we come to "people problems" within 
the management process of corporations. In 
the context of our 20-year look ahead, one of 
the primary internal management challenges 
will be the development of people able to use 
computer hardware more effectively and with 
more imaginative applications than is com
monly demonstrated today. As I mentioned 
previously by 1986 we will be into more 
sophisticated computers, which will offer in
finitely greater capacity, speed and fiexibility 
for analysis and distribution of management 
information. However, regardless of the 
equipment capability achieved by then, its 
usefulness will be no greater than the ac
curacy of the input information and the se
lectivity of functions which the computers 
are called upon to perform. People must 
perform these functions. And people must 
create the intellectual awareness of system 
capabilities which transcend the short view 
perspectives of individual persons, depart
ments, companies or even modes of transpor
tation. We must have people who can 
visualize, plan and implement operations 
which do not yet exist but which are capable 
of development. 

Third in my list of sociological considera
tions is the relationship with the customer 
community. Industrial management in our 
country, indeed, throughout the world, is be
coming increasingly aware of the economic 
importance, in its broadest sense, of distribu
tion. Gone are the days when top manage
ment relegated traffic and distribution man
agement to a secondary role, with account
ability well down the organizational line. 

This, of course, is no guarantee that broader 
systems development will find ready accept
ance in the business society of 1986, but it 
does indicate that industry will become in
creasingly demanding in appraising and buy
ing its distribution services. The manage
ment technology called for here is that of 
developing sufficiently broad managerial per
spectives to establish true systems concepts 
of distribution in terms of customer require
ments. 

Now that we have had a look at the legal, 
regulatory and sociological questions, we 
come to the political element--probably the 
most difficult to classify or predict, but cer
tainly one that will always be with us. In 
this category falls the development of broad 
public policy determinations covering basic 
legislation and regulation. Such matters as . 
governmental financing of advanced research 
and financial aid or subsidy to new applica
tions all fall initially within the political 
sphere. Equally important is the antitrust 
treatment of multi-modal systems, how they 
are created and regulated. The importance 
of this transcends politics as usual but we 
obviously must recognize the reality of things 
as they are, not as we might dream. So an 
educational and selling effort is required to 
restate national transport policy in the polit
ical arena in terms of multi-modal objec
tives. 

I have tried to be realistic by pointing out 
a problem area that is easy to overlook, and 
have served up one version of a general ap
proach to solving it. But speech is no prob
lem-solver. As always, it boils down to a 
need for coordinated action, not just talk, 
under enlightened and hardworking leader
ship. 

With what our researchers, scientists and 
engineers will come up with in the next 20 
years we know we will have to do our best 
to be ready to manage what they make pos
sible. 

It is fitting when thinking about 20 years 
into the future 'to sum up the management 
challenge by recalling the words of the late 
"Boss" Kettering, the inventive genius of 
General Motors, speaking to a group at the 
dedication of the G. M. Technical Center in 
Detroit. " ... the future will be greater than 
the most fantastic story you can write. You 
will always underrate it." 

Thank you. 

THE RISING TOLL OF MOTORCYCLE 
ACCIDENTS 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, it is 
gratifying to me that we in the Com
merce Committee, and the Senate in 
turn, have so significantly pushed for
ward the cause of safetJ on our high
ways as we did in the passage of S. 3005 
and S. 3052 just before the recess. These 
bills are receiving the concerned atten
tion of the House of Representatives, and 
it is my hope that the results may be the 
fulfillment of the goals which I en
visioned when I introduced the Hartke
Mackay National Trame Safety Agency 
bill a month before the administration 
measure was presented to us. 

But there is an area of highway safety 
which has escaped attention during our 
considerations, although it is a great and 
rapidly growing segment of the highway 
safety problem. I refer to the rapid in
crease in popularity and numbers of what 
is probably the most dangerous vehicle on 
our roads, the two-wheeled motorbike 
and scooter. 

Mr. President, in 1964, 1,100 people in 
the United States were killed in motor
cycle, motor scooter, and motorbike acci-

dents.1 This was an increase of almost 
25 percent over 1963.2 For 1965, it is 
estimated that another increase of 25 
percent caused the number of deaths in
volving motorcycles to soar to over 1,500.3 

One hundred and thirty thousand people 
were injured in motorcycle accidents in 
1963 alone/ almost 1 person for every 13 
motorcycles in the United States.6 In the 
4-year period 1961-64, cycle fatalities in 
the United States increased 83 percent.6 

Both Wisconsin and New York recorded 
over twice as many motorcycle accidents 
in 1965 as in 1964.7 

The burgeoning popularity of motor
cycling indicates that the number of 
motorcycle deaths and injuries will con
tinue to rise. Motorcycle sales in the 
United States have mushroomed in the 
past 5 years. In 1961, there were only 
600,000 motorcycles, moto:rscooters, and 
motorbikes in this country. As of Jan
uary 1966.8 There were over 1,300,000 
and the number is expected to reach 
1,500,000 by the end of the year. 

Mr. President, the tragic killings and 
traumatic injuries resulting from motor
cycle accidents are arousing concern 
throughout the Nation. The Committee 
on Trauma of the American College of 
Surgeons has begun to call parental, pro
fessional, and public attention to the 
dangers connected with these light
weight, two-wheeled vehicles.9 The 
Journal of American Insurance recently 
noted "growing concern among insurance 
writers and safety officials regarding poor 
accident records of cyclists." 10 And the 
American Association of Motor Vehicle 
Administrators, at its 1966 convention in 
Portland, Oreg., will consider recOin
mendations for dealing with the growing . 
motorcycle problem. But the epidemic 
of · motorcycle mishaps continues to 
spread. 

CAUSES OF MOTORCYCLE ACCIDENTS 

A major factor in motorcycle accidents 
is the vehicle itself. The motorcycle is 
basically an unstable vehicle, often diffi
cult to handle at slow speeds.u Perform
ance studies by the Road Research Lab
oratory of England have concluded that 
considerable skill and practice are re
quired to achieve maximum braking.12 

Dr. W. R. Felix, M.D., an experienced 
cyclist, has observed that shifting gears 

1 Medical Tribune, November 20, 1965, page 
17. 

2 Public Health Service, National Vital Sta
tistics Div:.sion, 1963 statistics. 

a Traffic Safety, April 1966, page 22. 
'National Safety Council, Accident Facts, 

1964 edition. 
6 Ibid. 
6 Traffic Safety, op. cit., at page 22. 
7 The New York statistics may be found in 

an article of the New York Times, June 8, 
1966. The Wisconsin statistics were found in 
a May 3, 1966, publication of the American 
Association of Motor Vehicle Administrators, 
"Driver License Opinion Survey." 

8 Press Release, National Safety Council, 
Statistics Division, Jan. 1, 1966. 

u Medical T1'ibune, November 22, 1965, 
page 15. 

10 "Two-Wheeled Trouble,'' Jou1·nal of 
American Insurance, September, 1964, 
page 22. 

u Medical Tribune, April 16, 1966, page 18. 
12 Road Research Laboratory of England, 

Resea1·cn on Road Safety, ( 1963) , page 397. 
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on a cyele is _often complex.~ The lnsta
btlity of 'the veblcles increases the pos
sibility of losing control wb.en they hit 
gre~se spots, tee, w-ater, sand, <Or gravel 
on a street or highway. Dr. Ed :win E. 
Carter of the .St. Louis University School 
of Mediclne warns that "people don't 
realize how unstable motorcycles are on 
a slippery pavement, or how quickly they 
go out of control when they hit a rock 
or a stretch of gravel!' u Problems of 
handling are even more acute for drivers 
of motor scooters and motor bikes, where 
size and weight distribution contribute 
to control difficulties. 

cycle trade organizations and · ·safety 
groups urge cyclists to wear safety hel
mets and leather coverings, only Georgia 
:tequires motorcycle operators and riders 
to wear crash helmets approved by the 
Statef!O 

A third primary cause of rising motor
cycle injuries and deaths is deficiency in 
motGrcycle equipment. Motorcycles are 
often hard to see in traffic or at night. 
Several States thus require them to be 
equipped with lights, brakes, reflectors 
and horns.21 But only New York and 
Pennsylvania provide specifically for 
periodic inspections of motorcycles.• 
Defective brakes, or tires, may go un
observed 1n almost any part of the cou&
try, until they result in serious injury, or 
even death. 

WHAT CAN BE DONE? 

A recent article in the New England 
Journal of Medicine found that scooters 
are "uniquely dangerous because of the 
small wheel that fits easily lnto invisible 
road depressions, the acute turning axis 
of the front wheel, and the light 
weight/' 16 These causes of motorcycle accidents 

These inherent dangers in the oper- and injuries reveal what can be done 
ation and .contrGl of motorcycles clearly to prevent further increases in deaths 
imply that drivers should be required to and injuries. 
demonstrate abilities to handle cycles First, under the forthcoming Trame 
with skill and care before being allowed Safety Act of 1966 the Federal Govern
to drive on our streets and highways. A ment should promptly establish ade
recent study of motorcycle accidents by a quate safety standards for the design and 
team of Minneapolis physicians con- construction of motorcycles, motor
eluded that "it would be prudent to insist scooters and motorbikes. The definition 
that drivers of motorcycles receive spe- of "motor vehicle" under the bill is broad 
cial instruction and demonstrate profl- enough to include them. 
ciency in the use of these machines be- Second, special licenses should be re
fore venturing onto our highways and quired for all those who wish to operate 
city streets." 10 Yet today ouly four a motorcycle, motorscooter or motor
States-Hawaii, New York, Oregon, and bike. The applicant should have to pass 
Maine-require motorcycle drivers to ob- a physica1 examination, a written exam
tain .a special motorcycle operator's li- ination, and R. road test. The State and 
cense and to pass a special motorcycle local governments could perhaps provide 
road test.11 Throughout the rest of the tor special off-street testing areas in 
country, possession of a valid automo- which these examinations would be given 
bile driver's license gives any person the by trained motorcycle examiners. New 
authority to drive a motorcycle. York, Hawaii; Oregon, New Jersey and 

A second major cause of serious in- Maine ~1ave been pioneers in developing 
jury in motorcycle accidents is the ex- th~se tests to protect not only the pub
posure of the driver. Motorcyclists wha lie, but the motorcycle operator himself. 
hit other v~hicles or pedestrians, or lose Third, safety goggles and crash bel
control of their cycles, go flying through mets should be required equipment for 
the air to hlt hard, rough surfaces or ob- -every motorcycle operator. Motorcycle 
jects. Studies by the Road Research racing drivers have recognized the pro
Laboratory, and by the Minneapolis phy- tective capacities of helmets and goggles 
sicians reveal that because of this ex- for years. The British Road Research 
posure a majority of motorcycle acci- Laboratory tests demonstrated that 
dents involve injuries to the head and wearing a helmet reduces by 30 to 40 per
lower extremities.18 Protective coverings cent the risk of injury to the covered 
for the head and legs could thus signift- part of the head. New York State Com
cantly reduce the number of serious in- missioner of Motor Vehicles William S. 
juries suffered in motorcycle accidents. Hults has urged his State to approve leg
The Surgeon General of the Public islation which would require that all 
Health Service, Dr~ W.llliam H. Stewart. motorcycle drivers and passengers wear 
noted recently that of the 1,100 people protective helmets and goggles meeting 
killed in motorcycle a-ccidents in 1964, , standards set by the Commissioner.• 
"many died only because .they failed to The Road Research Laboratory has 
wear safety helmets." 1e While motor- developed rigorous tests to determine 

18 Medical Tribune, April 16, 1966, page 19. 
1' Medical Tribune, December 1, 1965, 

page 29. 
111 New England Journal of Medicine, Octo

ber 15, 1964, p. 836. 
118 Medical Tribune, November '20, 1965, 

page 17. 
17 The Hawaii requirement is found in Act 

'29, 1965, Maine at chapter 303, Public Laws 
of 1965; New York, Article 9, section 503 
'(1965); Oregon, chapter 547, Laws of 1965. 

18 The Minneapolis study is discussed in 
Medical 'Tribune, November 20, 1965. The 
Roact Research Laboratory results are at Road 
Research Laboratory, op. cit. at page 462. 

u Medical Tribun~ December 27, 1965. 

the most suitable types of crash helmets. 
Shock-absorbing properties of helmet 
materials and padding materials have 
been investigated in order to produce 
the safest, most protective head cover
ing. These tests, or similar ones, could 
be used by State or Federal motor vehi
c1e officials to approve crash helmets for 
motorcycle opera tors. We learned 

20 Georgia laws, 68-1673 (1962). 
21 Including New York, Pennsylvania, New 

Jersey and Indiana. 
22 New ·York Article 9, section 390. Penn

sylvania Purdon's Laws 75-834. 
211 New York Times. June 8, 1966. 

years ago that requiring seat belts for 
automobiles reduced 'Significantly the 
possibility of serious injury in automo
bile accidents. It 1s time for us to reC
ognize that -crash helmets perform the 
same function for motorcyellsts. A mas
sive educati~l campaign should be 
launched to inform the public of the 
protective advantages of crash helmets. 
In England such a campaign has suc
ceeded so well that today ·so percent of 
all motorcycle operators wear erash 
helmets despite the fact that they are 
not required equipment. We must de
'Stroy the myth that only hoodlums and 
gangs wear safety helmets. We must 
persuade every cyclist that a simple $10 
'investment in an approved helmet may 
save a life-his own. 

Fourth, an appropriate public agen
cy, such as the local police department, 
for instance, must provide highly super
vised motorcycle driver education simi
lar to that traditionally provided for 
automobile driver training. Motor
scooters and bikes are becoming increas
ingly popular with teenagers. An in
vestment in preventive education now 
could save hundreds of young lives for 
tomorrow. The Bureau of Traffic of 
the Louisville, Ky., Police Department 
recognized this need for motorcycle 
driver education in August of 1965, when 
it established public driving schools for 
inexperienced motorcycle., scooter and 
bike operators~ 2' Other cities should 
follow this example. 

Fifth, periodic inspections of motor
cyel~s should take place in every State, 
not just New York and Pennsylvania. 
The most careful motorcycle enthusiast 
may be unaware of equipment deficien
cies in his vehicle, and many initiates 
probably do not have the technical 
knowledge to inspect their own cycles 
carefully and efficiently. The Pennsyl
vania m(}torcycle inspection is a good 
example of the kind of examination 
every cycle should be required to pass. 
Pennsylvania inspectors check steering, 
alignment and suspension, tires, wheels 
and rims, exhaust and fuel systems, 
brakes, lighting and electrical systems
including horns--vehicle glazing, regis
tration and body items, road handling. 
If any of this equipment 'is not working 
propeily, the vehicle is rejecte<i and can
not be driven on Pennsylvania roads. In 
addition, any other equipment which has 
been mounted on the cycle must pass the 
inspectiGn. 

Sixth, it would improve the situation 
if no passenger were allowed to ride with 
the driver on any motor bike or scooter 
not equipped with a sidecar. These ve
hicles, because of their small size and 
iJ.ight weight, are difficult enough to han
dle without a passenger. Riders only 
complicate the driver's problems of con
trol, and increase the likelihood that an 
accident will occur. 

Finally, at all levels of State, local and 
Federal Government we must begin a 
cam:Jaign to inform the American people 
of the need for prompt action to prevent 
the senseless injuries which occur in mo
torcycle accidents. Dr. James C. Drye, 
professor of surgery at the University of 

2' Medical Tribune, November 20, 'lt)65, page 
17. 
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Louisville School of Medicine, has called 
the motorcycle "the most lethal weapon 
on our highways and streets." 26 Sensible 
regulation must be used to put an end to 
the mayhem, death. and economic waste 
resulting from motorcycle accidents . . 

THE UGLIFICATION OF AMERICA 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, under 

the press of urgent business there is a 
tendency to neglect responsibility which 
all of us bear to future generations 1n 
preserving the beauty of our land. 

Recent proof of this was the appalling 
disclosure, in connection with the pub
lication this year of the report of a "Spe
cial Committee on Historic Preservation," 
that half of the landmarks listed by the 
committee had already been torn down. 
This report entitled "With Heritage So 
Rich," was compiled under the auspices 
of the U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
financed by the Ford Foundation, and 
prepared under the guidance of former 
Representative Albert Rains. It ob
serves: 

A nation can be the victim of amnesia. 
It can lose the memories of what it was 
and thereby lose the sense of what it wants 
to be. It can say it is being "progressive" 
when it rips up the tissues which visibly 
bind one strand of its history to the next. 
What it often does is to break the perpetual 
partnership that makes for orderly growth 
in the life of a society. 

This year alone we have witnessed 
plans to destroy such irreplaceable treas
ures of the Nation as part of the Cali
fornia Redwood Forest, the Metropoli
tan Opera House of New York, National 
Presbyterian Church in Washington, and 
the west front of the Capitol Building 
itself. Although efforts are underway 
to save these landmarks, they may not 
be successful unless the citizens of this 
country rally to their support. 

It is apparent that the quest for beauty 
must be concerned with manmade as 
well as natural scenes. An article in the 
Washington Post of Sunday, June 26 by 
Mr. Wolf Von Eckardt describes another 
aspect of uglification-the urge to lay 
down large ribbons of concrete which 
have the effect of overshadowing some of 
the most charming and historic areas 
of our cities. Examples are proposed 
expressways through the heart of the 
Vieux Carre 1n New Orleans, Society Hill 
in Philadelphia, and several sections of 
the Capital City of Washington. 

Mr. Von Eckardt summarizes this 
process and comments that "our children 
will not thank us for it." His article de
serves to be widely read and I would like 
to request unanimous consent that it be 
included in the RECORD at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, one of 

the finest ways a citizen can express his 
patriotism is to join the fight to save as 
much as possible of America the beauti
ful. During the past several years lead
ership has come from the White House 
by the Kennedy and Johnson adminis
trations, and from this body by such 

2G Ibid. 

men as the Senator from TI11nois [Mr. 
DouGLAs], the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. CLARK], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. CASE], the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], the Sen
ator from Maine [Mr. MusKIE], the Sen
ators from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE and 
Mr. NELSON] , and the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH]. As a result 
of this concern, the Senate, on July 11, 
passed S. 3035, which provides for a sur
vey of national historic properties, and 
for matching funds to acquire and pre
serve them. 

In my judgment it is timely for our 
people, groups, and Members of the Con
gress to take a fresh look at the battle 
between beauty and the blight and to 
take a stand against the uglification of 
our cities and our countryside. 

Let us do more than hope that when 
our children and grandchildren sing 
"America the Beautiful" they will have 
something more than pictures in the 
schoolbooks for which they will be able 
to thank us. 

EXHIBIT 1 
CITYSCAPE FINDS HOPE-FREEWAYS RUN 

INTO A BLOCKADE 
(By Wolf Von Eckardt) 

The highway builders won anoth~r im
portant battle a few days ago in New Orleans 
with the approval of an elevated freeway. 
But even so, there is cause for hope that the 
monstrous concrete ribbon that will reck
lessly slash through the city's picturesque 
Vieux Carre might be the last of its kind. 

rhere is a revolt against the senseless in
dignity of urban freeways ruining cities and 
parks, and on the Federal level, at least, the 
highway builders are beginning to take it 
seriously. The revolt started in San Fran
cisco and spread to other cities, notably 
Washington, New Orleans, Philadelphia, 
Cleveland, Boston, Baltimore and New York. 
But what troubles the Bureau of Public 
Roads is that the revolt is beginning to reach 
Capitol Hill-the most important place of all 
to a Federal agency. 

Senator JosEPH S. CLARK, Dem6crat, of 
Pennsylvania, told the Senate recently: "It 
is time that Congress took a look at the high
way program because it is presently being 
operated by barbarians, and we ought to have 
some civilized understanding of just what 
we do to spots of historic interest and great 
beauty by the building of eight-lane high
ways through the middle of our cities." 

New Orleans' Vieux Carre, or French Quar
ter, is, of course, just such a spot of historic 
beauty. For years, the Louisiana State High
way Department planned an elevated express
way along the length of this charming tourist 
attraction, cutting it and, even more dis
astrously, its charming Jackson Square, from 
the Mississippi River. 

As elsewhere, study after highway depart
ment-sponsored study "proved" the infalli
bility of the highway department's decision. 
As elsewhere, the city planners failed to do 
any planning and therefore could not pro
pose any alternatives. 

It was a long and bitter battle that at
tracted national interest because of the Vieux 
Carre's significance as the legacy of French 
culture in America. 

Those concerned with our cultural herit
age felt badly betrayed last winter when 
the Federal Highway Administrator, Rex M. 
Whitton, approved the destructive express
way. He had just returned from a tour 
through Europe where, at the invitation of 
a private foundation, he and other Govern
ment officials studied means of historic pre
servation. But he seemed more im:pressed 
by political pressure from the LoUisiana 

Highway Department and Representative 
HALE BOGGS, Democrat, of Louisiana, the ma
jority Whip, than by any lessons he learned 
in faraway Paris or Amsterdam. 

The pressures won out when the New 
Orleans City Council voted five to two to 
go ahead with the freeway. No alternatives 
were considered; no reprieve for further 
study was granted. 

Whitton however, has sai<J that he is "still 
open to any consideration to enhance the 
area." Just what that means nobody knows, 
but it seems to hold some faint chance that 
the Vieux Carre can be saved. The Louisiana 
highway builders have rejected the idea of 
tunneling the expressway as infeasible and 
too expensive. As presently conceived, a 20 
foot high structure filled with trucks and 
cars will blight Jackson Square much as the 
Embarcadero Freeway blights downtown San 
Francisco or the Whitehurst Freeway blights 
Georgetown's waterfront. Our children will 
not thank us for it. 

But Whitton and the Bureau of Roads 
seem to realize that the battle of New Or
leans may be their last victory. They agree 
with Senator CLARK that "we must find new 
and more imaginative ways to design urban 
highways and the necessary dollars to fi
nance them." 

A test of the Bureau's true willingness to 
find such ways is now imminent _in Philadel
phia. There, too, an elevated freeway was to 
cut a historic area-Society Hill and nearby 
Independence Hall-from the waterfront. 
Whitton seemed to feel that the highway 
builders had made all the concessions they 
could to beauty and sentiment when they 
agreed to some rerouting to save historic 
buildings and to depressing the freeway. 
The Philadelphia Planning Commission 
agreed. 

But a committee of Philadelphia architects 
supported by some 80 organizations and no 
less than 10,000 individuals felt otherwise. 
The committee has drawn up a well-studied 
and documented plan whereby the ten-lane 
Delaware Expressway would be completely 
covered for six blocks along Society Hill. 
Thus city and waterfront would be united 
and the expressway cover would be turned 
into a handsome 15-acre park with room for 
playgrounds and other amenities. 

Although he feels that urban freeways 
should enhance areas through which they 
run, Whitton is opposed to this much en
hancement. He fears the expense and is 
worried about drivers who Inight feel unsafe 
in the tunnel and miss the view. 

The committee retorts that on the basis 
of land acquisition cost, increased land values 
and tourist spending, the long-range eco
nomic advantages of the tunnel far exceed 
the added $25 million construction cost. As 
to motorists, the committee asserts that an 
imaginative tunnel design with improved 
lighting could be both safe and attract ive. 
It points out that a view from a trench is 
no prettier than from a tunnel. This is an 
interstate and commuter freeway and not a 
scenic recreation facility for motorists. 

The question, in short, is whether the high
way builders will seriously consider and ac
cept urban freeway design when it is offered. 
The American Institute of Architects is dis
couraged on this point. Citing the New Or
leans elevated expressway as an example, 
AlA's pre8ident, Morris Ketchum Jr., charged 
that Federal policies on the design of high
ways within cities are producing disastrous 
results. 

He .resigned from the National Advisory 
Committee on Highway Beautification be
cause AIA could not be placed in "a position 
of tolerating, or even approving, policies of 
which it disapproves-policies which are also 
in direct opposition to those of President 
Lyndon B. Johnson." 

Besides the official beautification commit
tee, Whitton has informally asked eight lead
ing city planners, architects and engineers to 
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advise him on route location and urban free
way design. The group includes outstanding 
landscape architects Michael Rapuano, Law
rence Halprin and John 0. Simonds and ar
chitect Kevin Roche, an associate of the late 
Eero Saarinen. 

The group is now working on a sort of 
white paper which will set forth design 
standards and ideas for a new kind of limited 
access roads in a city. 

The group may also recommend a Na
tional Design Review board to assist state 
highway departments with a more creative 
approach. This thinking coincides with that 
of the AlA, which may, at its forthcoming 
convention, urge creation of an advisory 
task force on urban freeways. It also .oin
cides with recent proposals in Congress, no
tably those of Senator CLARK and Senator 
CLIFFORD P. CASE, Republican, of New Jersey. 

The Bureau of the Roads, meanwhile, is 
doing some hard new thinking -of its own. 
A part of its $20 million annual investment 
in highway research is devoted to urban 
transportation and design problems. Among 
the emerging new ideas is use of air rights 
over freeways and the phrased redevelopment 
of entire city blocks in a combination of 
highway construction and urban renewal 
to provide housing for those who are dis
placed. 

It is too early to tell, however, just how 
far and how soon more creative and construc
tive highway design will come about. Up 
to now, the state highway departments have 
largely ignored various missives from Wash
ington urging them to be more responsive 
to their social and esthetic responsibilities 
and "to be more considerate of all human 
values." 

Lately, however, the Federal highway 
builders have been using plainer language. 
Thomas G. McGarry, Whitton's special as
sistant, recently told a meeting of public 
works officials: "We can respond to our re
sponsib111ties out of our own initiative and 
our sincere concern for the public interest, 
or we can be dragged kicking and screaming 
to them by legislation." 

MOLYBDENUM PRICE ROLLBACK 
ANOTHER L.B.J. ANTI-INFLATION 
VICTORY 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, once 
again the administration has demon
strated that it is fighting inflation hard 
and well. 

This morning's newspapers announced 
that the Johnson administration has 
succeeeded in forcing the cancellation 
of a 5-percent increase in the price of 
molybdenum that had been announced 
6 days ago. 

Such a price increase could have been 
a crucial factor in shoving prices up 
generally, across the board. For some 
kinds of high quality steel the molyb
denum increase could have added up to 
$18 per ton. 

Other types of steel also would have 
been pushed up in price and of course 
with the bellwether steel price increases, 
the whole structure of our industrial 
pricing would move up. The adminis
tration stopped that cold. 

The management of American Metals 
Climax-by far the largest molybdenum 
producer made that clear in the an:.. 
nouncement that the administration had 
Persuaded them not to raise prices after 
all. 

And Mr. President, this price increase 
should have been rescinded. Economic 
c<;>uncil chairman Gardner ·Ackley ca~ed 

the proposed price increase unconscion
able. Profits of American Metals Climax 
related to stockholders equity have been 
well above the average of industry in 
the country. · 

Prqfits of the molybcl.enum division of 
American Metal Climax are more than 
twice as high as American industry-and 
this of course is without any price in
crease. 

Mr. President, this tough, fast, effec
tive action of the administration will 
not make big industry throw their hats 
in the air. Of course the administra
tion's vigor in holding down prices will 
be unpopular with much of industry. 

But it should be mighty popular with 
the rest of the country-if only the con
sumers in the country would take notice 
of what the administration has done and 
recognize its significance. 

Mr. President, the leveling off of pro
duction growth, the reduced volume of 
new orders, the increase in unemploy
ment since it hit its low several months 
ago at 3.7 percent and since has risen to 
4 percent, the enormous increase in plant 
capacity in the past 3 years and the 
huge influx into the labor force, plus the 
immense upgrading of the skills of that 
labor force, all suggest that excessive 
demand is unlikely to cause prices to 
rise from now on. 

But, Mr. President, this doesn't mean 
that the inflation threat is over. Far 
from it. What happened in molybde
num-or threatened to happen before 
the administration stepped in could very 
easily happen in the rest of industry 
without a vigorous, alert administration 
willing to take action, powerful interests 
don't like. 

And there is every possible danger that 
the wage price guidelines may be so gen
erally and substantially breached-that 
wage increases might shove prices up. 

To enforce-or to try to persuade labor 
to continue to live by those guidelines
is a hard, unpopular business. 

But this is just what the administra
tion is trying to do in precisely such 
cases as the molybdenum story that the 
newspapers reported today. 

Prices may rise sharply this year as 
they did from 1957 to 1960 in the face 
of rising unemployment and falling de
mand. How can this happen? It can 
and without tough administration ac
tion certainly will happen because of 
the ability of both labor unions and big 
business to shove prices or wages or both 
up simply through superior bargaining 
power. 

And finally, Mr. President-and I 
might say most important-we should 
recognize that this molybdenum story 
is just part of a long fight that started 
in the Kennedy administration in 1961. 
When President Kennedy persuaded the 
United Steel workers to hold down their 
wage demands. When big steel later 
broke the agreement and proposed a $6 
a ton increase in steel prices, the Presi
dent made his historic and winning fight 
to keep prices down. 

Several times subsequently steel prices 
were held down. The auto agreements 
a few years later in the Johnson admin
istration were held close to the ·guide
lines an~ auto prices were kept down. 

Copper and aluminum companies agreed . 
to rescind announced price increases 
after Johnson administration warnings 
and the announcement of stockpile sales, 

Just this week we acted on a gov~rn~ 
ment pay raise-within the guidelines___:. 
as a noninflationary example to the 
country. 

Mr. President, this fight by the John
son administration against inflation is 
far too little noted. For the last 5 
years-for the first time in American 
history. we have a national administra
tion that is effectively fighting to keep 
prices down. · 

The good news on molybdenum today 
is a fine example of that struggle. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle from the New York Times to which 
I have referred be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the articie 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
GOVERNMENT WINS A PRICE ROLLBACK FOR 
. MOLYBDENUM-TOP PRODUCER ANNOUNCES 

RESCISSION OF A 5-PERCENT RISE MADE 6 . 
DAYS BEFORE-LABOR PACTS A FACTOR
EXPmiNG UNION ACCORDS AND STRONG 
CORPORATE PROFITS ARE CONSIDERED BY 
UNITED STATES 

(By Eileen Shanahan) 
WASHINGTON, July 13.-The Administra

tion succeeded today in forcing the cancella
tion of a 5 per cent price increase on molyb
denum announced six days ago. 

As the price recission was announced in 
New York by American Metal Climax, Inc., 
the largest producer of molybdenum, Gov
ernment officials here disclosed their basic 
motive for applying pressure on the com
pany for the rollback. 

They wanted to demonstrate to unions, 
as much as to management, that the Ad
ministration's anti-inflationary wage-price 
guidelines are not a dead letter. 

The announcement came after the close 
of trading on the New York Stock Exchange 
and therefore had no impact on the market. 

In deciding to make the attempt to force 
the first outright price rollback since Janu
ary, the Government had its eye on the air
lines mechanics' strike and on the many ma
jor labor contracts that expire next year, 
officials said. 

The direct inflationary impact of the 
molybdenum price increase was also a major 
factor, officials stressed. They said the prlc·e 
rise, announced on Friday, could add as much 
as $18 a ton to certain high-quality steels 
used in tool-making, which require the use 
of considerable molybdenum. 

STAINLESS STEEL IMPACT 
For stainless steel, in which relatively small 

quantities of molybdenum are used, the di
rect additional cost would be around 50 cents 
a ton, they said. 

In addition, officials were motivated to 
make an issue of the .molybdenum increase 
because of the unusually high profits of 
American Metal Climax, they said. The com
pany's earnings amounted to 17 per cent of 
stockholder's equity last year, and in its 
molybdenum division have exceeded 30 per 
cent, officials said. These figures compared 
with an average of 13 per cent for all manu
facturing corporations. 

Even the Administration's consideration of 
the company's profits was focused in the 
context of future union demands for big 
wage increases, however, officials indicated. · 

They foresee large union demands over the 
next 12 months or so, partly because indus
try profits generally are high. ·The striking 
airline mechanics, for example, have repeat
edly emphasized the "unprecedented pros
perity" of the airlines. 
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Among the major labor contracts that will 

have to be negotiated in the next 12 months 
are those in the electrical equipment, truck-. 
ing and rubber industries. Auto industry la
bor contracts expire next fall. There have 
been :>lmost no major union contracts that 
have expired this year. 

The Government's pressure on American 
Metal Climax to rescind the price increase 
began, so far as the public knew, on Satur
day, when Gardner Ackley, Chairman of the 
President's Council of Economic Advisers, 
issued a statement denouncing the increase. 

The statement was received with consider
able surprise in industry circles, because it 
had appeared that the Administration had 
abandoned all attempts to force businesses 
to lower prices once they had been raised. 

Rollbacks were forced on the aluminum 
and copper industries last fall and a partial 
rollback on the price of structural steel in 
January. 

Thereafter, while Administration figures 
publicly criticized certain price increases
on cigarettes, for example, there appeared to 
be no real attempts to force ' reversals of 
price increases that had already been an
nounced. 

Secretary of Commerce John T. Connor 
said flatly at a press conference in May that 
there would be no more "public confronta
tions" between the Government and business 
over price increases, although the Adminis
tration would continue to exert quiet pres
sure to prevent or moderate price increases. 

Some increases were, in fact, held to less 
than the manufacturer originally planned, 
on newsprint, for example, and shoes, after 
conference with Administration officials. 

CIA FOREIGN RELATIONS 
RESOLUTION 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the For
eign Relations Committee has reported 
out a resolution aimed at replacing the 
present review operations of Congress 
over the CIA and other intelligence 
agencies with a formal Committee on 
Intelligence Operations. 

Congressional oversight of the Central 
Intelligence Agency and other agencies 
of similar purpose-such as the Defense 
Intelligence Agency, Bureau of Intelli
gence and Research of the Department 
of State, and others-would rest with 
a formal nine-member Commission, com
posed of three members each of the 
Armed Services, Foreign Relations, and 
Appropriations Committees. At the 
present time, oversight of such opera-

. tions rests with several Members ap
pointed by the ,t\rmed Services and 
Appropriations Committees. 

Mr; President, such oversight has 
rested with the Armed Services Com
mi~tee since the creation of the CIA. ' 
There has been no challenge to the func
tions of the Armed Services Committee 
in this regard, and I might say that I 
know of no reason to suppose that the 
arrangement is not proving viable and 
effective, as, indeed, it seems to-be. 

It is obvious that in sensitive and se
cret matters of this kind, with human 
lives involved in some aspects of intelli
gence operations, there is every reason 
to confine critical information to as few 
ears as possible. 

While it is perhaps true that decisions 
made by these agencies do have some ul
timate bearing on foreign policy, it is 
also a fact that almost every bill which 
comes before Congress has ramifications 
beyond the scope of the particular com-

mittee to which it is referred. There is 
certainly a great deal of correlation in 
these matters. 

I do not think that the present in
stance is significantly different. If joint 
jurisdictio.n and oversight should be ac
corded both the Armed Services and For
eign Relations Committees, then there is 
no reason why joint jurisdiction should 
not be accorded committees on any of 
the many bills which affect more than 
one legislative area. 

As I understand it, the members of the 
Armed Services Committee who oversee 
operations of the CIA and other similar 
agencies have been quite cooperative in 
providing information to the Foreign Re
lations Committee on such subjects as 
the intelligence estimates for various 
countries, without divulging aspects of 
their operations. 

The reasoning behind the proposal is, 
in my opinion, rather tenuous; and the 
justifications for maintaining the present 
methods of oversight and supervision are 
strong. There is much to be said for 
keeping the apparatus of supervision 
small and select, and I urge that my 
colleagues vote accordingly. I intend to 
vote to support the present, quite work
able methods. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there fur
ther morning business? If not, morning 
business is closed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. · 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

PROPOSED COMMITTEE ON INTEL
LIGENCE OPERATIONS 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
report to the Senate a resolution creating 
a Committee on Intelligence Operations 
approved by the Committee on Foreign 
Relations by a vote of 14 to 5 on May 17, 
1966. On June 27, I sent to all 'Members 
of the Senate a copy of this resolution 
and report for their information. I did 
so in anticipation of the subject being 
taken up under the circumstances as 
they have developed this morning. 

Therefore, I report the resolution to 
the Senate and ask that the clerk read 
it for the information of the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu
tion will be stated for the information of 
the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, That there is hereby created, ef

fective at the beginning of the Ninetieth 
Congress, a committee to be known as the 
Committee on Intelligence Operations to 
consist of nine Senators, of whom three shall 
be appointed by the chairman of the Com
mittee on Appropriations from among the 
members of that committee, three shall be 
appointed by the chairman of the Commit
tee on Armed Services from among the 
members of that committee, and three shall 
be appointed by the chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations from among the 
members of that committee. No more than 

two of the members appointed from each 
such standing committee shall be from the 
same political party. The chairman of the 
committee shall be elected by the members. 

SEC. 2. It shall be the duty of the Commit
tee on Intelligence Operations to keep itself 
fully and currently informed of the activities 
of the Central Intelligence Agency, the De
fense Intelligence Agency, the Bureau of 
Intelligence and Research of the Department 
of State, and other agencies of the Govern
ment insofar as the activities of such agencies 
relate to foreign intelligence or counter
intelligence. The committee's duties shall 
include, but not be limited to, review of in
telligence and counterintelligence activities 
and legislative oversight of the coordination 
of such activities among the various agencies 
concerned. 

SEc. 3. The committee, or any duly author
ized subcommittee thereof, is authorized: to 
sit and act · at such places and times during 
the sessions, recesses, and adjourned periods 
of the Senate, to hold such hearings, to re
quire by subpena or otherwise the attendance 
of such witnesses and the production of such 
books, papers, and documents, to administer 
such oaths, and to take such testimony as it 
deems advisable. 

SEc. 4. A majority of the members of the 
committee, or any subcommittee thereof, 
shall constitute a quorum for the transac
tion of business, except that a lesser number, 
to be fixed by the committee, shall constitute 
a quorum for the purpose of taking sworn 
testimony. 

SEc. 5. The committee is authorized to 
utilize the services, information, fac1lities, 
and personnel of the various departments 
and agencies of the Government. 

SEc . . 6. The committee shall take special 
care to safeguard information affecting the 
national security. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me without losing 
the floor? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, not

withstanding rule XXVI, I ask unani
mous consent that it now be in order to 
proceed to the consideration of the reso
lution just reported, on the investigation 
of the CIA, for the limited purpose of 
determining any procedural problems re
lating thereto. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, the resolution 
is not to "investigate" the CIA; it is to 
create a committee. The original Mc
Carthy resolution was to investigate the 
CIA. This resolution was re·ported in 
place of that one. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the change 
be inserted in the request. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the Senator from Montana? Without 
objection, it i~ so ordered. 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL
BRIGHT] is recognized. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
wish to address a few remarks to the sub
stance of, the necessity for, and the 
justification for the resolution which has 
just been stated. It is reported in place 
of the original resolution proposed in 
January by the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. McCARTHY]. 

Mr. President, the resolution which I 
bring before the Senate this morning 
would authorize the creation of a Select 
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Committee on Intelligence Operations. 
It would consist of a total of nine mem
bers, three each from the Committees 
on Appropriations, Armed Services, and 
Foreign Relations. Its mandate would 
be ''to keep itself fully and currrently 
informed of the activities of the Central 
Intelligence Agency, the Defense Intelli
gence Agency, the Bureau of Intelligence 
and Research of the Department of 
State, and other agencies of the Govern
ment insofar as the activities of such 
agencies relate to foreign intelligence or 
counterintelligence.'' 

Our sponsorship of this resolution pro
ceeds from the belief that the CIA plays 
a major role in the foreign policy de
cisionmaking process and that by its 
activities it is capable of exerting-and 
has exerted-a very substantial influence 
on our relations with other nations. The 
resolution which we bring before you is 
an assertion of the duty of the Foreign 
Relations Committee to be aware of all 
the developments and activities of our 
Government as they relate to foreign 
affairs. 

When the CIA was created, the extent 
and nature of its present role could not 
be foreseen. From a modest beginning 
1n an entirely different context of world 
politics, the operations of the CIA have 
grown today to exceed the Department 
of State in both number of personnel and 
budget. The CIA is an efficient organi
zation and I compliment it because in 
many countries its representatives stay 
longer and in many ways are better pre
pared-certainly they are better fi
nanced and, in many cases, have more 
influence-than our ambassadots. 

The CIA has certain unique character
istics which set it apart from other in
stitutions involved in the foreign policy 
process of the Government. These char
acteristics give the Agency unusual ad
vantages and influence and suggest the 
desirability of the Foreign Relations 
Committee being more aware of its 
activities. 

As is natural with any organization
particularly one staffed by intelligent 
and dedicated individuals-the CIA be
comes a factor in the decisionmaking 
process as an advocate for its own rec
ommendations. Its ability to provide the 
facts on which decisions are made gives 
it a great advantage over the Depart
ment of State in this respect. The 
Agency is not under the same compul
sion to subject its data or analyses to the 
bureaucratic clearance procedures which 
affect and often retard the efficiency and 
imagination of the Department of State. 
Insofar as the collection of basic intel
ligence data is concerned, this immunity 
is proper. The desirability of scrutiny 
becomes more obvious in the case of con
clusions which the Agency draws from 
its own data-conclusions which may be 
virtually unchallengeable given the 
Agency's freedom in its choice and pres
entation of supporting evidence. 

There are certain other advantages, 
seldom mentioned, which the CIA enjoys. 
It is not required to expend any signifi
cant portion of its energy in dealings 
with either the public at large or the 
Congress. It is not expected, for exam
ple, to play host and guide to visiting 

Members of Congress, and we do not 
refer to it a regular flow of constituent 
mail and problems. Furthermore, its 
officers are relatively free from the social 
and ceremonial requirements which so 
greatly distract their State Department 
counterpar-ts. 

These aspects of the CIA's nature and 
functions were well stated in the recent 
series of very thorough articles on the 
CIA appearing in the New York Times. 
One passage reads: 
· It is the CIA, unlike the Defense Depart
ment with its service rivalries, budget con
cerns and political involvements, and unlike 
the State Department with its international 
diplomatic responsibilities and its vulner
ability to criticism, that is freest of all agen
cies to advocate its projects and press home 
its views; the CIA can promise action, if not 
success. 

And both the Agency and those who must 
pass upon its plans are shielded by security 
from the outside oversight and review under 
which virtually all other officials operate, at 
home and abroad.1 

And in another of the articles, the 
Times pointed out: 

Nevertheless, the CIA enjoys an inherent 
advantage in any conflict with the State or 
Defense Departments because of its unde
niable expertise--especially in economics and 
science-and because it is free from such po
litical entanglements as trying to build up a 
missile budget (as in the case of the Air 
Force) or of having to justify the recognition 
of a foreign leader (as in the case of State) .2 

In urging the creation of a select com
mittee or a Committee on Intelligence 
Operations, I am not suggesting that the 
Congress can or should assume control 
of the CIA or the other intelligence 
gathering activities of our Government. 
This is clearly a function of executive re
sponsibility directly related to the con
duct of our foreign relations and the 
maintenance of national security. 

It has been asserted that the CIA func
tions under the National Security Coun
cil and initiates no activity which has not 
been ordered by the NSC. This seeks to 
imply close, continuous supervision by an 
organized mechanism. In this connec
tion, I noted with great interest a recent 
report that the National Security Council 
met on May 9 of this year, for the first 
time since July 1965. Furthermore, the 
formal NSC machinery in existence in 
earlier years has atroph-ied to the point 
of nonexistence. 

It seems to me, therefore, that if there 
is a chance that the executive branch 
may not adequately assure the proper 
relation of the CIA to overall national 
interests-particularly those in the field 
of foreign policy-it is imperative that 
the Senate know enough about the CIA's 
activities to be able to offer its own sug
gestions in this respect. As my distin
guished colleague, the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. McCARTHY], has said, 
this is "not a question of passing judg
ment on any activities, but of proper 
procedures of the Government of the 
United States • • • it is a concern for 
the proper function of government, for 
the maintenance of proper relationships, 

1 The New York Times, Monday, Apr. 25, 
1966. 

s The New York Times, Thursday, Apr. 28, 
1966. 

and it is a desire to provfde procedures 
by which the Senate, in this case through 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, can 
exercise its basic constitutional responsi
bility."-Senator EUGENE J. McCARTHY, 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, May 16, 1966, 
page 10627. 

The general public ana congressional 
concern and uncertainty over the na
ture of the CIA's role in foreign affairs 
have found expression over the years in 
some 200 different resolutions which have 
come before the Senate on this subject. 
Of these, the proposal before us today is 
probably the most moderate. I believe 
that its adoption would contribute to the 
quieting of criticism, the allaying of pub
lic fears, and the restoring of confidence 
in the Agency. 

The Senate has in the past created 
new mechanisms to meet new responsi
bilities. This precedent is at least as 
compelling in the situation before us to
day as that which vests legislative over
sight in the committee which reports 
creating legislation. In instances where 
there are legitimate questions of juris
diction and clearly intertwined responsi
bilities, I believe the Senate is far better 
served by the creation of a specially tai
lored select committee. -As my respected 
colleague from Georgia has already ac
knowledged: 

The Central Intelligence Agency occupies 
a very peculiar. position in our scheme of 
things.3 

I believe that it is time for the Senate 
to take formal action which recognizes 
the true and evolved nature of this "pe
culiar institution." 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. While I recognize 
the limitations of institutional forms of 
control, I believe that the creation of the 
select committee called for in this resolu
tion will strengthen our position in deal
ing with executive branch officials who 
must ultimately exercise the control 
which . is' so essential if we· are to be 
assured that our most honorable national 
principles and aspirations are not sacri
ficed to the immediate requirements of 
intelligence operations. 

Another advantage which would result 
from the creation of a Select Committee 
on Intelligence Operations would be a 
more efficient coordination of the various 
intelligence activities of the Government. 
This aspect of the resolution has not 
received the attention which I believe it 
deserves. The overlapping and con
fusion of activities among the CIA, the 
Bureau of Intelligence and Research of 
the State Department, the Defense In
telligence Agency, and the National 
Security Agency are a matter of common 
knowledge to those in the intelligence 
field. Last year's lamentable Camelot 
affair, resulting from an ill-advised proj
ect of. the· Department of Defense, was 
an excellent example of this situation. 

The size of our overall intelligence 
effort is difficult to establish. However, 
an idea of its extent can be gained from 
the New York Times' estimate that its 
annual cost exceeds $3 billion a year. 
According to the same source, this 
amount is more than six times that 

3 Senator RICHARD B. RUSSELL, CONGRES• 
SIONAL RECORD, May 16, 1966, p. 10618. 
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specifically allotted to the CIA. The 
Times estimated that the National Secu
rity Agency alone spends about $1 billion 
of this total figure. 

There is little doubt in my mind that 
a careful study of the entire intelligence 
community wpuld result in a more effi
cient distribution of functions and, in 
turn, a reduction in its size and expense. 

Finally, Mr. President, I believe that 
the failure of the Senate to take this 
small step in formal recognition of its 
duty to exercise a more comprehensive 
overiight of U.S. intelligence activities 
will evidence an abdication of our clear 
duty in an area where the activities of 
the executive branch can spell the differ
ence between national honor and na
tional discredit or, conceivably, between 
war and peace. 

Mr. President, as chairman of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, I be
lieve that with the responsibility, for 
good or bad that this committee has, it 
is entitled to access to the kind of infor
mation which would be available from 
the CIA. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi
dent, at this moment I shall not digress 
to discuss the merits of the proposal as 
was done by the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
because I wish to raise a procedural ques
tion, based, Mr. President, on rule XXV, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate. 

Th1s has been a most extraordinary 
procedure since its very inception. For 
example, Mr. President, this resolution 
has not been introduced. It did not fol
low the ordinary course of a Senator's 
sending it to the desk for appropriate 
reference; if that had been done, the 
resolution would not have been referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
It would have been referred to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. But we have 
it here before us now, under this very 
unusual legal, though extraordinary, 
procedure of having a committee meet 
and write within itself a self-serving res
olution that affects other committees of 
the Senate, without the rules of the Sen
ate governing reference of legislation 
having been applied. 

I raise a point of order, Mr. President, 
that before this resolution goes to the 
calendar, it must be referred to the Sen
ate Committee on Armed Services. 

Under paragraph (p) (1) (A) of section 
1 of rule XXV matters pertaining to the 
payment of money out of the contingent 
fund of the Senate or creating a charge 
upon the same are referred to the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
·senator yield? I missed the citation of 
the rule. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Paragraph 
(p) (1) (A) of section 1 of rule XXV pre
scribing the jurisdiction of the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration. 

The provision then continues: 
except that any resolution relating to sub
stantive matter within the jurisdiction of 
any other standing committee of the Senate 
shall be first referred to such committee. 

Mr. President, this resolution, as origi
nally introduced, provided, as the Sen
ator has stated, for an investigation by 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, and 

for the appropriation of $150,000 for the 
purpose of providing a staff and the 
facilities for conducting that investiga
tion. Of course, such provisions immed
iately placed it within the jurisdiction of 
the Committee on Rules. So that part 
of the resolution was rewritten. It was 
redrafted as a Senate resolution creating 
a committee. 

The distinguished Senator from Ar
kansas has referred to the fact that this 
is a select committee. It is only called 
a select committee in his statement to 
the Senate. It does not anywhere else 
appear so in the proceedings. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. It is not 
a select committee. Despite the fact that 
the Senator has called it that, it is a 
standing committee of the Senate that 
would be created. The resolution reads: 
"is hereby created a committee to be 
known as the Committee on Intelligence 
Operations." This is not a select com
mittee in the ordinary sense of the word. 
It is a standing committee of the Senate 
of the United States that is proposed to 
be created, without reference to the Com
mittee on Rules-which usually handles 
the creation of standing committees
or to the Committee on Armed Services
whose jurisdiction it invades in a number 
of instances. 

I wish to point out further, Mr. Presi
dent, that th1s is proposed to be done 
without hearing a single witness by the 
committee, in this self-serving, self-seek
ing resolution. It is presented here in 
this novel fashion to change the proce
dures of the Senate as they have existed 
since its creation, without a single wit
ness appearing before the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, so far as I am advised, 
to support the resolution. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We had the Direc
tor of the Central Intelligence Agency on 
two occasions before the committee. 
His testimony, which was restricted to 
the very superficial aspects of their ac
tivity, was the most persuasive witness 
with respect to the necessity of this reso
lution. I do not know of any further wit
ness. In effect, this resolution is the out
growth of the failure of the committee to 
receive what it believed to be significant 
intelligence from the Director of the CIA. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I intend to 
discuss that. But when the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona. who is the chair
man of the Senate Committee on Appro
priations, wrote a letter to the members 
of that committee, pointing out that the 
Foreign Relations Committee was pro
posing to create a Subcommittee on Ap
propriations to deal with the appropria
tions for the Central Intelligence Agency 
and all of the other agencies that are 
listed in the resolution, the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, to avoid that criti
cism, changed the resolution again, and 
struck out the asserted authority to deal 
with the appropriations and budgetary 
affair~ of all these various investigative 
and intelligence agencies. 

I use that illustration to show the un
usual length to wh1ch the committee 
went in seeking to avoid the normal pro
cedures of the Senate, in reporting the 
resolution without its having been intra-

duced and without having been intro
duced at any hearings except that the 
distinguished chairman of the committee 
may have been dissatisfied with the re
fusal of the Director of the Central Intel
ligence Agency to divulge h1s methods 
and sources of obtaining information 
when he appeared before the committee. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not wish to 

impose on the Senator's time, but he has 
said that the Central Intelligence Agency 
occupies a very peculiar position. I do 
not think it is fair to say that the For
eign Relations Committee is trying to be 
self -seeking, self -serving, or trying to 
monopolize anything when it seeks par
ticipation. It 1s not trying to take this 
over . . 

All the resolution provides is that the 
Foreign Relations Committee be allowed 
to be a part. It does not seem to me to 
be a very extreme move. We are not try
ing to oust anybody from jurisdiction. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Why does 
not the Senator from Arkansas introduce 
a resolution from the floor for appropri
ate reference? Why does he bring it in 
from the committee in this form? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator has 
said it is a very peculiar situation. 

In consultation with the Parliamentar
ian about the point of order the Senator 
is about to make, the Parliamentarian 
said the Senate has no precedent for this 
kind of situation. 

Actually, there is no precedent in the 
history of the Senate that I know of, 
for dealing with a body like the Central 
Intelligence Agency. This 1s a most 
peculiar agency, as the Senator said. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I decline to 
yield further. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Very well; but the 
Senator himself has said that. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I do not 
deny it at all. It is a peculiar agency. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The formal super
vision which we are seeking has never 
been acted on. The Senate has never 
taken any specific action with regard to 
one of the largest agencies, one of the 
most expensive agencies in the entire 
Government. It is all done very infor
mally. I think that is very unusual. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I challenge 
the Senator from Arkansas to bring forth 
a single other precedent since .the Senate 
was first created in 1789 where a commit
tee brought forward a resolution to cre
ate a new committee of which it would be 
a part that was not referred to the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration or 
to another appropriate committee. 

If this is not a case which is self
serving, I do not know what self-serving 
means. 

This proposal is presented · in an un
usual and unprecedented fashion. I re
alize we are living in a new day; but I 
know of no other instance in which a 
committee has been created on which 
the members were selected by the chair
man of a standing committee. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield for 
a question. 
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is it not true 

that the committee is reporting a resolu
tion of which it does not have jurisdic
tion? 

Mr. RUSSELL of 'Georgia. That is 
true. They avoided jurisdiction by re
porting it out and not introducing it for 
reference to the appropriate committee. 

The proposal departs from the general 
practice of having the chair appoint the 
membership of a committee or having it 
done by a caucus of the two parties and 
ratified by the Senate. I have never 
heard of another instance like this and 
I do not believe that the Senator from 
Arkansas has. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is what the 
Senator does now with the committee 
that functions in connection with the 
CIA, and this committee is following his 
precedent. 

The chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services designates members 
without the authority of the Senate, and 
the chairman of the Committee on Ap
propriations designates members--also 
without authority from the Senate. That 
is the way they presently operate. This 
is a peculiar situation of which there is 
no precedent. 

The committee is asking the Senate, 
1n its wisdom, to make up its mind 
whether it wants a committee such as 
this to be formal or not. That is all that 
it is asking. It is not asking to oust 
anybody. 

This procedure is the procedure that 
is now being followed. The present in
formal comrpittee, with no formal recog
nition, is selected by the respective chair
men. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I am ut
terly surprised that the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], WhO has 
graced this Senate for so many years, 
does not know the difference between 
a subcommittee and a committee. The 
Senator is talking about the subcommit
tee of the Committee on Armed Services 
that now has responsibility for the 
Central Intelligence Agency, but he is 
proposing to create a standing commit
tee, not a subcommittee, and·he proposes 
to do it by having the selections made 
by the members of three other standing 
committees of the Senate. 

I know of no instance where that has 
been done. Of course, a subcommittee 
can be extinguished at the end of a ses
sion of the Senate-it is extinguished
unless it is renewed by the full commit
tee. This resolution proposes what would 
be a permanent committee. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield to 
the Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. Is the Senator from 
Georgia saying that if the resolution 
now before us and reported by the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations in its pres
ent form had been sponsored from the 
floor, the resolution would have been re
ferred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. It would 
have been referred either to the Commit
tee on ~ules and Administration or to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, may 
we have a parliamentary ruling? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I am con
fident it would have gone to one of those 
two committees. In my judgment, it 
would have been referred to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

Mr. PASTORE. May we ask for an 
official ruling? 

At the same time, in connection with 
that, may I ask if the resolution which 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc
CARTHY] introduced was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. That was 
because he asked to have the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations conduct the in
vestigation. He spelled that out in the 
resolution. He was not letting anyone 
else in on that. 

Mr. President, there are some other 
unusual features about this. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. As to selection, I 
would be disposed to accept an amend
ment to have the members selected in 
the satp.e way as any other committee. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I am not 
taking an unusual privilege. It should 
be the same as any other committee. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This is not essen
tial to the resolution at all. If the Sena
tor wishes to have members selected in 
the other fashion, it is perfectly all right 
with me, and I am sure that it is with 
the other members of the committee. 

The simple proposition is whether or 
not the Senate, in its wisdom, wishes to 
take action on a matter of this kind or 
continue this vague situation. 

There have been 200 resolutions show
ing discontent about it. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. That would 
be revision 10 or 12 in the effort to get 
this resolution approved in some form. 
It has been rewritten, rewritten, andre
written to avoid the jurisdiction of the 
appropriate committee, or committees, 
which should handle it. 

Let me point out another novel thing. 
On every other standing committee of 
the Senate, the chairman is selected by 
the Senate. What does this resolution 
provide? It provides that the chairman 
be elected by members of the standing 
committee. 

It deviates from the practice that has 
obtained since the inception of the Sen
ate. The Senate has elected the chair
men of committees. Here it is proposed 
that this is a special case, that owing to 
the peculiar nature of this agency, we 
should let the new committee take away 
jurisdiction from the Senate itself to 
elect the chairman .. That is a most un
usual provision. It is one that the Com
mittee on Rules should examine after the 
Committee on Armed Services has ex
amined into the functions of the sub
committee. 

Now, Mr. President, as I say, this 
resolution has been rewritten and re
written and rewritten time and again in 
an effort to avoid the ordinary parlia
mentary processes of this body. Under 
rule XXV, there is no doubt in my mind 
that this resolution should be considered 
by the Armed Services Committee. I do 
not know what the Parliamentarian 

would say, but I do know what the rules 
provide. 

I am therefore glad to submit this 
parliamentary inquiry. If this resolu
tion were introduced for appropriate ref
erence, to what committee would this 
resolution be referred? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
wishes to ask the Senator from Georgia, 
is he referring now to the resolution as it 
was reported--

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Yes. 
The VICE PRESIDENT (continuing) . 

By the clerk from the Committee on For
eign Relations? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Yes. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Under a cur

sory examination of this resolution, 
there is a feeling on the part of the Chair 
that in light of the--

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I ask the 
Chair if he would examine into the reso
lution as to the agencies covered, the 
Central Intelllgence Agency, the Defense 
Intelligence Agency, and the others 
which are involved, and the jurisdiction 
that is now fixed, before he makes a 
ruling. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
is posing a hypothetical case. I want to 
make that clear at this point, because 
the resolution before the Senate comes 
from the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. That is 
correct. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
poses the question, if this resolution had 
been introduced from the floor of the 
Senate, and asked for appropriate re
ferral, where would it have gone to? On 
a cursory examination, it appears to deal 
with matters of national security, which 
is the subject matter covered by the Com
mittee on Armed Services and that is the 
committee to which the resolution would 
be referred. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield at that 
point? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I would 
not wish to yield right now, although 
I am glad to--

The VICE PRESIDENT. This ruling 
does not relate to the proposition that is 
presently before the Senate. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I under
stand that. I am not complaining. I am 
not saying this is an illegal procedure. 
I say it is an extraordinary procedure 
that is resorted to only for special pur
poses by committees when they write bills 
within the committee and do not intro
duce them from the floor. That is the 
objection I am making. I say, for that 
reason, that a point of order should be 
sustained by the Chair, and this resolu
tion should not go to the calendar but 
should be referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services, so that we would at least 
have an opportunity to have some kind 
of hearing from the agencies affected as 
to what effect they think this resolution 
might have upon them and their opera
tions. 

Mr. President, I want to clear up a 
misconception which has arisen here, 
particularly in the distinguished news
paper published in New York, which the 
Senator quoted with authority about a 
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dozen times in the course of his remarks, 
as to what legislative oversight means. 

That particular paper seems to have 
the idea that legislative oversight means
that a legislative committee which is 
oversighting has some control over the 
administration of that agency. 

That is not true. Nothing could be 
further from the facts. All that we can 
do by oversighting is to keep ourselves 
informed as to what an agency is doing, 
with the exception of the Committee on 
Appropriations. I want to make that 
exception. They have the power of the 
purse. If they feel disposed, they can 
reduce the appropriation. But the other 
standing committees, when they are 
exercising legislative oversight, cannot 
control the operations of the agency. 

I would say, Mr. President, that the 
most illuminating example of that of 
which I have any knowledge is the fact 
that the Committee on Foreign Relations 
has legislative oversight over the De
partment of State. 

Anyone who has read the newspapers 
for the last 8 months knows just how far 
the Foreign Relations Committee has 
missed in controlling or directing the ac
tivities of the Department of State. That 
shows just how much this legislative 
oversight function gives a committee 
control over an agency. All that it does 
is to enable committees to keep them
selves informed about what an agency is 
doing and undertake to _measure up to 
our legislative responsibilities in that 
light. 

The State Department itself ha~ an in
telligence operation apart from the CIA. 
Each of the military departments has 
intelligence activities. The CIA is some
what of a coordinating institution for 
other intelligence gatherers. 

Mr. President, I want to say also that 
the Foreign Relations Committee has 
available to it practically all the informa
tion which is available to the Subcommit
tee on the CIA of the Senate Committee 
on Armed Services, with one or two minor 
exceptions. 

The Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee can get any intelligence estimate 
that has been arrived at in this Govern
ment on a particular situation in any 
country that bears upon our interna
tional relations. 

One of the incidents that gave rise to 
this matter was when the Director of the 
Central Intelligence Agency declined to 
testify as to his sources of information 
and his methods of acquiring informa
tion. That matter is so sensitive, Mr. 
President, that only in the most extraor
dinary circumstances has the Armed 
Services Subcommittee, as careful as it 
has been, gone into the sources of in
formation and the methods which the 
CIA has used in gathering information. 

Why, Mr. President, if there were evi
dence of the slightest disclosure of the 
sources of information to the CIA from 
any source, if the report got out tomor
row-and I use this purely as a hypo
thetical illustration-that the Secretary 
of the Soviet Legation in Tasmania was 
revealing information to the CIA, our in
telligence sources throughout the world 
would dry up. It would frighten them 

all to death. We could not get one iota 
of information. The act creating the 
CIA particularly charged that the Di
rector of that Agency protect and main
tain the highest classification of secrecy 
on the methods and sources of his in
formation. That is properly so. If he 
does not do this, the CIA is not worth 
a plugged nickel so far as getting any 
clandestine information is concerned, 
because the slightest indication that a 
source of information is likely to be re
vealed would discourage the :flow of in
formation immediately and instantly. 

Mr. President, at times an effort is 
made by committees to exercise an in
fluence over executive agencies by the 
process of publicity. They publicize cer
tain things. They leak information to 
the press in an effort to build up public 
sentiment, to control the editorial policy 
of great newspapers, thereby to in
fluence national policy. I am not going 
to debate the merits of such tactics in 
ordinary circumstances, but I am going 
to say -that they do not work where the 
CIA is concerned. The first time such 
methods were tried, we will have de
stroyed the usefulness of the CIA and we 
might as well abolish it. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee can call 
the Director of the CIA before his com
mittee any time he wishes and he can 
get from him any information available 
to the Committee on Armed Services ex
cept as to sources and methods, and as 
to budgetary matters and how much 
money is spent for certain things. 

Let me emphasize that when I refer 
to all these cloak and dagger operations, 
that they constitute a very small part of 
the total operations. They are vital. We 
must have them. Much of the rest 
might be of little value without those 
operations. However, the relative cost 
of the secret operations is not large. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield for 
a question. 

Mr. MORSE. I have listened with 
great interest to the remarks of the 
Senator. When he says that the For
eign Relations Committee can get what
ever information it seeks on intelligence 
matters from the CIA except infor
mation with respect to sources and 
methods used in connection with the col
lection of that information and the 
expenditure of money, is the Armed 
Services Commitee able to get that in
formation? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. We can get 
information as to sources and methods, 
but I want to be very frank with the 
Senator. I do not want the information 
except in the very rarest of cases. And 
the other members of the committee do 
not want that information except in unu
sual circumstances. 

I want to say further that I do not 
think it is wise for the · legislative branch 
of the Government to know all the 
sources from which the CIA gets its in
formation. We should be interested in 
the validity of it and the importance to 
be attached to it. All of that is weighed 
in what they call the intelligence com
munity, which consists of representatives 

of several agencies and departments of 
the executive branch. 

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator yield 
for one additional question to seek 
information? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. Is it the argument of the 

Senator from Georgia that if this select 
committee--

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. It is not 
a select committee. It is a standing 
committee. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it the argument of the 
Senator from Georgia that if the Sub
committee of the Armed Services, in con
nection with receiving the CIA report, 
had added to it three members of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, which 
would be bound by the procedures of the 
committee in regard to the CIA, that that 
would increase the danger that infor
mation as to the sources and the meth
ods of collection and financing would be 
made public? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Without 
the least intention of giving offense to the 
Senator or to his committee, I want to 
say that every time we add one person 
from any committee tO the subcommit
tee, we increase the chances that there 
will be some leak. 

Mr. MORSE. But there would be no 
danger if it were limited to Members of 
the U.S. Senate who are members of the 
Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. No. There 
is also a subcommittee of the Committee 
on Appropriations, and by a strange 
coincidence of parliamentary life, the 
membership of the two committees hap
pen to contain some duplications. The 
members of the Appropriations Commit
tee, of course, have the last word because 
they can cut off the means of existence 
of the Central Intelligence Agency or any 
other agency. · 

Mr. MORSE. Does it not follow that 
the Senator is arguing, when he makes 
the statement in regatd to the protec
tion of the source and the method of 
collecting and financing of the material 
of the CIA, that there is no question 
about its protection if the committee is 
limited to its present members in the 
availability to such material, but that if 
three members of the Foreign Relations 
Committee are added who will be bound 
by the same rules as those by which the 
Armed Services Committee is bound, we 
would then run into some danger of dis
closing matters of secrecy? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi
dent, I have been here for some time. 
I want to say that there is a great deal 
of difference in the application that some 
Senators give to their responsibilities for 
maintaining matters that they get in 
executive session and the application that 
some other Senators give to such 
responsibilities. 

Sometimes I have seen classified mat
ters, given in executive session, printed 
in the newspapers before the committee 
adjourned. 

Any Senator who has been here for 
any time knows that there is a difference 
between the approach of some Senators 
to matters of classification and the ap
proach of other Senators to such mat
ters. 
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I say that without any invidious ·com

parison. It is true on the Armed Serv
ices-Committee. It is true on every other 
committee, and it is true in the Senate as 
awhole. · 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, w111 the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield first 
to the Senator from North Carolina. I 
will have to stop yielding. I want to 
complete this argument. 

Mr. ERVIN. My question is very sim
ple. This does not reflect on any mem
ber of any committee. However, is it not 
a self -evident fact tha·t every time an 
additional person is given secret informa
tion there is danger of it being disclosed? 
The more people who ~now a secret, the 
more apt it is to be disclosed, no matter 
who those people are? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. As I say, 
1f we increase the membership of the 
committee by one, we increase the dan
ger of material being disclosed. I do not 
care who it is. It is a fact of life. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Massa
chusetts, the ranking minority member 
on both committees. · 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I appreciate the 
statement of the Senator. If we were to 
add Foreign Relations Committee mem
bers to the subcommittee of the Com
mittees on Appropriations and Armed 
Services, why should we not add mem
bers of the Committee on Government 
Operations and members of other com
mittees? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I think 
there is some merit in the statement of 
the Senator. However, I will not debate 
all the merits of it today. 

I am taking the position that the Sen
ate should not agree to this unusual par
liamentary procedure under which a 
committee sits in its own committee room 
and writes a resolution concerning some
think that belongs in the jurisdiction of 
some other committee. They then re
port it here and seek to deny jurisdiction 
to the other committee as a result of their 
procedure. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the Sen
ator from Georgia yield for a point of 
order? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield. 
Mr. COTrON. Mr. President, I would 

like it to be quiet so -that we can all hear 
this colloquy. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate 
will be in order. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi
dent, I am doing my best to bring the 
matter to a conclusion. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, w111 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Arkansas, 
the chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee. I did not interrupt him in 
the course of _his remarks, but it is all 
right. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The remark of the 
Senator from Massachusetts seems to 

leave the impression that we should pre
vent· action on ·the part of the Foreign 
Relations Committee because it has no 
concern with the subject matter. 

I tried to make it clear ·that the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations is charged by 
the Senate and by the rules with respon
sibility on foreign relations and is in a 
very peculiar relationship to this activity. 

The activity that we are interested in 
is the foreign relations activity. Our in
terest has nothing to do with the domes
tic activities. If the CIA should seek to 
intervene in a domestic matter, we would 
not be interested. We have never asked 
for that information. If they were par
ticipating in an election on domestic 
matters, that would be something beyond 
our interest. 

It is well known that this country is in 
great difficulty and is involved in a most 
dreadful and tragic war in which activity 
this country is the least unified of any 
country that I know of. It involves a 
grave responsibility of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

We think we ought to know what part 
the CIA plays in situations such as we 
are involved in in Vietham, and such as 
we have been involved in in Guatemala, 
in Iran, and in other parts of the world. 
When they refute reports by reputable 
organizations and reports written by 
well-established journalists, we cannot 
have .the information that would prove or 
disprove the refutation. But, when he 
insinuates that the Foreign Relations 
Committee has no more interest in this 
than does any other committee, he is ab
solutely wrong. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I do not 
.think he said any other committee; he 
said the Government Operations Com-
mittee. · 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We have a more 
direct responsibility for foreign relations 
than does the Armed Services Commit
tee, to be frank about it. I do not know 
why the Senator monopolizes the CIA. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I am not 
trying to muscle in on the Senator's 
committee. I am trying to keep the 
Senator from muscling .in on my com
mittee. That is what I am doing. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There is nothing 
in the legislation that gives the Armed 
Services Committee exclusive jurisdic
tion on this. subject. This is a power 
that his committee has assumed simply 
because the National Security Act came 
out of that committee. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi
dent, I do not yield further, and I do not 
accept that statement. There is nothing 
here that would justify the statement 
that the Central Intelligenc Agency will 
not give the Foreign Relations Commit
tee any information. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. "Significant," I 
said. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I do not 
believe that is correct. It would be far 
from the purposes of the Central Intel
ligence Agency. In my opinion, the 
President of the United States was cor
rect in not authorizing the CIA to give 
details on the methods and sources of 
obtaining information. 

Mr. President, the sponsors of this 
resolution emphasize that the CIA affects 

foreign policy. But it seems to me that 
affecting the subject is insufficient, under 
our practice,· to confer legislative juris
diction. If every committee that had 
some small degree of interest in a -sub
ject insisted upon the creation of special 
committees like this to deal with it we 
would have such a proliferation of com
mittees around here that the Members of 
the Senate could not possibly name them 
all. They could not· bear their names in 
mind. If we are going to create a special 
committee every time there is apparently 
any overlapping- or conflict of jurisdic
tion, we would have such proliferation 
that it would destroy the present and ex
isting committee system of the Senate of 
the United States. 

I submit to the Senate, Mr. President, 
that this point of order is valid, and that 
the Committee on Armed Services, to 
which this resolution would ordinarily 
be referred if normal procedures were 
followed, should have an apportunity to 
consider this resolution before it goes to 
the Senate calendar. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the 
Senator from Georgia please restate his 
point of order? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. My point 
of order is that under rule XXV, the pro
vision of· which I have read, the subsec
tion of the ·rule dealing with the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration, 
this resolution relates to a substantive 
matter within the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Armed Services, and there
fore should be :first referred to such com
mittee, before it goes to the calendar. 
That is the point of order I made. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? I 
wish to ask a question. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Does 

not the President of the United States 
have sole jurisdiction over the operations 
of the CIA and as to what information 
it can disclose? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. He has 
complete control of it, through the Na
tional Security Council. 

The Senator from Arkansas referred 
to the fact that there l~ad ·been only one 
full meeting of the National Security 
Council for many montlui, but there are 
constant meetings of subcommittees of 
the National Security Co"J.ncil. 

I do not believe the President has 
.failed so signally in his duty that he has 
bypassed and neglected and disowned as 
important an agency of the Government 
as the National Security Council. 

CLOSED SESSION 
ORDER TO PUBLISH 

Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said: I 
now ask unanimous consent that there be 
a sanitized version of these proceedings 
prepared, that it be under the authority 
of the chairman and the ranking minor
ity members of the Armed Services Com
mittee and the Appropriations Committee 
and the Foreign Relations Committee; 
that they will take out anything which 
might be detrimental and that the record 
be made public, and that any Senator 
who participated shall have the right 
to correct his own remarks. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
INOUYE). Is there objection? 

The Chair hears none and it 1s so 
ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate go into closed 
session. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I second the motion. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 

wishes to make a statement. 
The motion having been made and 

seconded that the Senate go into closed 
session, the Chair, pursuant to Rule 
XXXV, now directs the Sergeant at Arms 
to clear the gallertes, close the doors of 
this Chamber, and that all ofti.cials of the 
Senate not cleared for secrecy be ex
cluded. 

<At 12 o'clock and 25 minutes p.m. the 
doors of the Chamber were closed.) 

PROPOSED COMMITI'EE ON INTELLIGENCE 
OPERATIONS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 
addition to the demand or the request 
or the suggestion of the Presiding Otficer 
that the Senate Chamber and the gal
lelies be cleared of all persons except 
the Senators, I move that the following 
staff members be allowed to remain: 

The Secretary of the Senate, Mr. 
Frazier; 

The Parliamentarian, Mr. Riddick; 
The Legislative Clerk, Mr. Mansur; 
The Journal Clerk, Mr. Somers; 
The Ofti.cial Reporters, Messrs. 

Drescher, Attig, Cinciotta, and Perry; 
The Secretary to the Majolity and 

Minority, Messrs. Valeo and Trice; 
The Assistant Secretaries to the Ma

jority and the Minority, Messrs. Graves 
and Brownrigg; 

The General Counsel to Majority Pol
icy Committee, Mr. Ferris; 

The Sergeant at Arms, Mr. Dunphy; 
The Deputy Sergeant at Arms, Mr. 

Wannall; 
The Administrative Assistant to the 

Sergeant at Arms, Mr. Lacovara; 
The Staff Director of the Committee 

on Foreign Relations, Mr. Marcy; 
The Chief of Staff of the Committee 

on Armed Services, Mr. Darden. 
Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi

dent, was the name of Mr. Woodruff, of 
the Committee on Appropriations, 
called? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. 
Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. He has just 

taken the oath. Does the majority 
leader wish to have Mr. Woodru1f 
remain? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
would include also the name of Mr. 
Woodruff, who, I understand, has been 
sworn. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, Mr. Woodruff wm remain. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Ofti.cial 
Reporters be authorized to take proceed
ings of the closed session in shorthand 
but that the notes not be transcribed; 
and that, when the session is c:mcluded, 
they be placed in the custody of the Sec
retary of the Senate and_kept secret by 
him along with other minutes and mat
ters of such nature already in his 
custody. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sen
ator from Arkansas will state it. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does this proposal 
inClude a vote which may be taken on 
this matter? If so, I think that should 
be stated. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Going back to the 
only previous closed session of which I 
have knowledge, a vote was taken at that 
time, and I believe the result was 
announced. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I ask that 
the distinguished majority leader with
hold that for the time being. I do not 
know that I shall have any objection. I 
really did not see any necessity for going 
into a closed session. But I do not op
pose the leadership, because I am sure 
their combined wisdom is greater than 
mine. Certainly any vote that has been 
taken in a closed session that I have ever 
attended has been made a matter of pub
lic record. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think it should be. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the 

Senators indulge the Chair for a mo
ment? The precedent in the rules is 
that any action taken now in the closed 
session is closed, and that means that it 
is in secret. It can be divulged only by 
specific afti.rmative action by the Mem
bers of the Senate or by a majority of 
the Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that any vote 
that is taken be made public. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there 
objection? Hearing none, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If I may make one 
more request, Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that when the hour of 
1 o'clock arrives, if the matter now before 
the Senate has not been concluded-and 
I feel certain that it will not be-the 
time be ignored and we continue on the 
present subject. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

Has the Senator from Montana now 
placed before the Senate his requests on 
all the matters to be presented? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 

a parliamentary inquiry. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 

from Iowa will state it. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. My question 

goes to this action: I merely wonder how 
anyone hereafter who wants to announce 
his vote or wants to say anything about 
his vote in public can do so if the action 
we take here is secret with the exception 
of the vote. How are we going to do that 
if the vote is to be announced? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Well, the votes 
have been announced. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. I under
stand that the unanimous-consent 
agreement is a part of the secrecy of the 
meeting. How do we get around that? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The subject, of 
course, and the vote would both be made 
public; and before we went into closed 
session, everyone was aware of the ques
tion that was raised by the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL], 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. I have no ob
jection to making the result of the vote 
public. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. This is an unusual 
procedure. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I am disap
pointed we are now going into a closed 
session. There has been some criticism 
of the Senate being a club, that the 
Members do not like to have facts dis
cussed released when it is not to their 
convenience. I would therefore ask this 
question, and premise it by the statement 
that there has been, in my opinion, many 
assertions which are unfounded, with 
respect to the operations of the Cen
tral Intelligence Agency. I say that 
after having made extensive trips to the 
Far East, Middle East and Europe, and 
during those trips doing my best to find 
out whether this basic question was true 
or not: Does the CIA make policy? 

As a result of these tlips I am con
vinced that the CIA does not make 
policy. That conviction does not come 
from reading newspapers. It ·comes 
from asking our State, CIA, and other 
representatives all over the world what 
are the facts? 

Now what I should like to know is 
based on this development, the first in 
my experience as a Senator, closing the 
doors. What are my obligations as a 
Senator with respect to what I can or 
cannot say after this meeting is over? 

The reason I ask that is because those 
who have been attacking the CIA over 
a period of months and years have had 
a field day in that the CIA cannot reply 
to the accusations made against it. A 
good place for those accusations to be 
replied to is on the floor here of the 
United States Senate. But now that op
portunity is denied by the secret aspect 
of this session, which I consider un
fortunate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from 

Missouli was a Member of the Senate 
at the time of a previous closed meeting 
of this body, and he will recall that 
when the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] asked 
that the doors be closed to consider the 
question of the Nike-Zeus, that was 
done. That was about 3 years ago. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I stand corrected. 
Perhaps I was not here. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If this is a closed 
- session, then I think the information 
which is given out under these circum
stances should remain secret. There 
is nothing whatever to stop any Senator, 
at any time, outside the closed session 
from saying what his feelings are about 
the CIA and making statements with ref
erence thereto. But the purpose of a 
closed session is to speak with the great
est freedom possible; and one of the 
reasons why the distinguished minority 
leader and I were interested that a closed 
session be held was for the purpose of 
protecting the CIA and other intelli
gence agencies. 

I think we are doing this really to 
protect th.e CIA and to bring about as 
much freedom of expression as possible 
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within this body. If we cannot trust one 
another, I do not know whom we can 
trust. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I regret this ac
tion was taken, but have no criticism. 

Again I ask: What are my obligations 
as a Senator from Missouri with respect 
to what I can or cannot say as to what 
transpires here in this secret session? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should say that 
the obligation of a Senator is up to each 
individual Senator. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the ma
jority leader. 

Mr. President, I should like to know 
what the parliamentary procedure is 
based on, with respect to what we have 
been asked to do. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
would like to make an observation in re
gard to the question posed. I understand 
that the Senator from Missouri posed a 
question to the Chair. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Chair is cor
rect. 

The Chair indicated earlier that under 
rule XXXV, the proceedings, under that 
rule, in closed session are secret. That 
means they are secret for all Senators. 

Mr. MORSE. That is correct. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. If Senators 

wish at a later date to make any com
ment as to their views on the subject 
matter, from their point of view, that is 
their privilege. But they are under an 
obligation not to divulge the proceedings 
of this session, who speaks, what was 
said, and all the argument pertaining 
thereto. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is exactly 
what I meant when I said that each Sen
ator has his own obligation and wiil face 
up to it, and observe the secrecy of this 
session. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Reserving the 
right to object, as I · understand, then, it 
is the position of the Chair that anything 
said about this meeting after the meeting 
is over is against the rules of the Senate. 
Is that correct? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is the 
position of the Chair that it is in viola
tion of rule XXXV, which makes a 
closed session a secret meeting to re
veal any substantive arguments or pro
ceedings of this meeting, including those 
who speak or those who make motions. 
The word "secret" is understood by Sen
ators, unless on motion the Senate re
lieves itself of that injunction. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
one further question. If the rule is not 
acceded to as it is now interpreted by 
the Chair, what is the penalty to the 
person or persons if there is an 
infraction? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate 
is the judge of its own membership. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I did not hear the 
Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate 
is the judge of its own conduct and its 
own Members and membership. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Chalr. 
[Omission.] 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sen

ator from Montana has the floor. Does 
he yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Paragraph 4 of 
rule XXXVI provides: · 

Any Senator or officers of the Senate who 
shall disclose the secret or confidential busi
ness or proceedings of the Senate shall be 
liable, if a Senator, to suffer expulsion from 
the body; and if an officer, to dismissal 
from the service of the Senate, and to pun
ishment for contempt. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arkansas yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator is read

ing from rule XXXVI, which deals with 
executive sessions. A closed session is 
not necessarily an executive session. 
This session is a legislative session, and 
the doors are closed. 

Mr. MORSE and Mr. JACKSON ad
dressed the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Montana yield; and, if 
so, to whom? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sen
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. I think that the ruling 
of the Chair is absolutely unanswerable. 
I think it is perfectly obvious to all of us 
that we may very well in this executive 
session involve ourselves in a discussion 
of policy matters. That makes it clear 
that the majority leader and the minority 
leader were perfectly correct in suggest
ing an executive session. I think it is 
perfectly clear that we are as much in 
executive session here as we are, I may 
say to the Senator from .3eorgia and the 
Senator from Arkansas, in the two com
mittees that handle substantive matters 
in regard to secrecy problems of this 
Government. 

The Committee on Armed Services and 
the. Committee on Foreign Relations meet 
in executive session. I think that so far 
as secrecy is concerned, we are under the 
same obligation in this l'Slosed session of 
the Senate as we are in executive sessions 
of the committees. 

It has been pointed out that our pro
tection is that if there is any part of the 
closed session that we want to make pub
llc, that can be done by motion. But I 
think we ought to face up to the fact that 
we are dealing, in the very nature of 
things, with a matter that is pregnant 
with secrecy. 

I join in supporting the majority 
leader and the minority leader in calling 
the executive session. So far as the 
public is concerned, we are protected by 
the request of the majority leader that 
if we get to the matter of rollcall votes 
in this closed session, undoubtedly a 
.rollcall vote ought to be made public. 
But that too ought to be reserved for 
final judgment until we see what the 
situation is in regard to the subject 
matter of the rollcall vote. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It wo.uld be my 
hope, and I would hope the Senate 
would concur, that if there would be a 
rollcall vote, it would be in open session. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. May we 
take action on the request of the Sena
tor from Montana; namely that the 
proceedings be taken in shorthand and 
that they be kept in. secret in the files 
of the Secretary of the Senate, and not 
transcribed? 

Is that the full request? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. 
Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. That 

leaves oper: the question as to whether 
a later motion can cause the proceedings 
to be transcribed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is cor
rect. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. For the informa
tion of the distinguished Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON], it was made 
possible, with the concurrence of the 
Senate, for the chairmen of the two com
mittees most immediately conc-erned to 
make statements in open session before 
we went into closed session. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. I would hope that it 

we are in closed session, we would discuss 
only matters that should be closed. 
But, after all, a man must have a rea
son for casting a vote; and the explana
tion given by the Senator from Missouri 
a short while ago, when he said hP- made 
investigations, worldwide, as to whether 
the CIA was influencing our fpreign 
policy decisions, would be very important 

-as to whether I voted yes or no. · I think 
that that statement ought to be made in 
public. The idea that we are going to 
discuss every matter, whether of a secret 
nature or not, in a closed session, and 
then announce our votes without ex
planation, is, I think, all wrong, because 
I would be liable under the rule if I gave 
the reasons for my vote predicated on 
what some other Senator said in closed 
session. 

If we are in secret session, only secret 
matters should be discussed. After that, 
we ought to go into public session. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. The able Senator 

from Rhode Island is making my point. 
For days, weeks, and months this Agency 
has been attacked. It has been attacked 
directly; it has been attacked indirectly; 
and especially by a certain group of
newspapers. Many of the accusations 
made against it, I have taken the time 

·and trouble to get answers to. I think 
the point -made by the Senator from 
Rhode Island is very well taken. Eve.ry
body in the United States knows about 
the attacks; very few people know ab9ut 
the defense. 

The distinguished Senator from Geor
gia [Mr. RussELL], when he rose, said he 
wanted to talk on a point of order, and 
only on a point of order, with respect to 
two questions that were asked; and he 
was led into other fields. But the way 
this situation is operating-and I say 
this with -great respect for the majority 
leader and the minority leader-where is 
the defense of the people of the United 
States, if all the accusations· and the an
swers to the accusations are made · in 
secret? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. · 

Mr. ALLO'IT. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Colorado will state it. 
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Mr. ALLOTT. I think there is a state 
of confusion among us. Rule XXXV is 
entitled "Session with Closed Doors!' I 
understand that that may be a legislative 
or any other kind of session. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That 1s 
correct. 

Mr . .ALLOTI'. The President of the 
Senate announced a short while ago that 
the Senate is the judge of its own Mem
bers. It will be noted that rule 
XXXVI-and I think this might become 
important l-ater--contains five sections. 
That nile is entitled "Executive Ses
sions." It was under that rule that 
paragraph 4 was read by the chairman 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
Now I should like to propound this in
quiry, to be certain that we know what 
we are doing: 

Is paragraph 4 applicable to the pres• 
ent situation, in which the Senate is in 
legislative session, behind closed doors, 
under rule XXXV? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. After con
sultation with the Parliamentarian, and 
after an examination of the precedents 
available to the Presiding Officer and the 
Parliamentarian, since the subject mat
ter that is referred to 1s secret, and the 
word "secret" or "secrecy" is involved 
in both rule XXXV and rule XXXVI, 
paragraph 4 of rule XXXVI would 
apply to the closed session provided for 
1n rule XXXV. 

Mr. ALLO'IT. And any violation or 
disclosure that was made? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is 
correct. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I would 

appreciate a comment from the Chair 
amplifying an earlier comment from 
the Chair. This relates to the colloquy 
between the Senator from Rhode Island 
and the Senator from Missouri. 

My interpretation of the admonition 
from the Chair would be this: that if 
we have a rollcall vote subsequent to the 
closed session, and someone asks me, 
"Why did you vote the way you did?" 
I could give him the reason why I voted. 
That reason might have been discussed 
here. But I would be giving the reason 
why I voted, regardless of what was said 
here. · 

Now if the person should ask, "Was 
that reason discussed during the de
bate?" I would have to say, "No 
comment." 

I should like to ask the Chair if that 
would be a correct interpretation; if that 
would be a way to reconcile the problem 
discussed by the two Senators. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That would 
be the Chair's interpretation; and as the 
Chair has indicated and as Senators 
have indicated, a number of speeches will 
be made as to their views on the CIA, and 
those views undoubtedly will be reflected 
in the Senator's vote. 

Mr. PASTORE. If I voted ''yea," on 
the question because of what STUART 
SYMINGTON said, and I were asked out
side, "Why did you vote 'yea,'?" and I 
replied, "Because of what STUART 
SYMINGTON said,'' I would be in violation 
of the rule. But that would be the rea
son why I voted as I did, and that is why 
I said that it is wrong. · 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor's interpretation is correct, whatever 
his· views may be. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I think 
this is the time to clear up, to avoid any 
misunderstanding that may develop after 
the closed session. I completely agree 
with the Senator from Missouri and the 
Senator from Rhode Island, but I want 
to point out that after the closed session 
is ended, the two Senators and all the 
rest of us can say whatever we want to 
say on the floor of the Senate or else
where in the country on the subject mat
ter of the CIA, so long as we do not dis
close any matter of secrecy vis-a-vis the 
CIA that was brought out in the closed 
session. 

We certainly, by going into closed ses
sion, have not estopped ourselves from 
discussing the pros and cons of the CIA 
in public, even though some of those pros 
and cons were discussed in closed session. 

We would be in violation of the rules 
if we attributed to any Senator who spoke 
in the closed session any statement he 
made in the closed session. We certainly 
are riot estopped so long as we do not in
volve ourselves in a discussion of any· 
secrecy matter. 

It seems to me that any other interpre
tation is stretching beyond reason the 
rule on closed sessions and the rule on 
executive sessions. 

We all recall that we have been in 
executive sessions of committees, and 
sometimes joint sessions of the Foreign 
Relations Committee and the Committee 
on Armed Services, where the transcript 
has been edited afterwards, and part 
of the transcript has been made public. 
That is a bridge we still have to cross. 
We may wish, after the record is made 
here this afternoon, to agree to a mo
tion to edit the record made, so that 
only the secrecy matters are not made 
public, and the rest of the discussion is 
made public. But I thought that our 
only reasons for going into the closed 
session-and I support our doing so, and 
I think the majority and the minority 
leaders were correct in moving to do it-
is to protect matters of secrecy that in
volve the security of this country, that 

·ought to be protected; and we ought to 
be bound to secrecy on such matters. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. JACKSON. I agree completely 

with the Senator's interpretation of the 
rule. I would suggest, however, that one 
other matter should be added. Obvi
ously, if there is a matter of national se
curity discussed which, if made public, 
would be a breach under the law of na
tional security, even though it was in this 
overall secret session in connection with 
discussion of other matters that are not 
of a national security nature, that, of 
course, could not be brought out. 

Mr. MORSE. If I have not made that 
clear, that is what I am trying to say. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. What worries me, 

may I say to my friend, the Senator from 
washington, is this for example. There 
have been all kinds of criticisms against 

the CIA prior to the proposal about this 
committee. When the Defense Depart
ment is attacked, they all, including its 
head, are able to defend themselves im
mediately. [Deletion.J 

As one who has had some experience 
in this field, and also with the military, 
I would hope that our intelligence does 
not go back to in effect, only the mili
tary. The military gets hundreds of 
millions of dollars more for its intelli
gence operations than the Central In
telligence Agency receives for its opera
tions. That is something that should 
be known, because I do not think any 
Member of the Senate would want to 
see intelligence exclusively in the mili
tary. 

Now there have been statements that 
information is given to the Armed Serv
ices Committee which is not given to 
the Foreign Relations Committee. But 
the able chairman of the Armed Serv
ices Committee brought out the fact that 
no information is denied to the Foreign 
Relations Committee except informa
tion with respect to methods and 
sources. 

Based on experience, when we get into 
methods and sources, if a man is caught, 
immediately hundreds of friends of the 
United States are in possible trouble all 
over the world; and every man carries 
with him the danger of that problem 
when he talks about methods and 
sources. 

By coincidence, I am the only Mem
ber of the Senate of either party who 
is a member of both these committees, 
and in recent years have received more 
information about the Central Intelli
gence Agency in the Foreign Relations 
Committee than in the Armed Services 
Committee. 

[Omission.] 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Then the Senator 

surely does not know much about the 
CIA if that is the extent of his infor
mation. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I think I know 
as inuch as the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I know very little. 
That is the point I am making. 

Mr. SYMINGTON . ...Vhat worries me 
is that when the Director of the Central 
Intelligence Agency came before the For
eign Relations Committee, he came pre
pared to give exactly the same briefing 
that is given to the Armed Services Com
mittee. But after long interrogation, he 
had not arrived at the matters he 
thought he would like to present to the 
Foreign Relations Committee. The idea 
of the -able Senator from Oregon strikes 
me as being fair. He asked a question. 
The suggestion that information given 
the Armed Services Committee is not 
given to the Foreign Relations Commit
tee is not right. There has never been a 
question asked, since the days of Mr. 
Dulles, in the Armed Services Committee 
with respect to methods and sources. 
One of the wisest decisions made in this 
field was made by the late President Ken
nedy, when he said from here on the Am
bassador in every country is the boss; 
and anybody who does not go along or 
get along with· him is out, off the team. 
As a result, to my knowledge there has 
not been since that directive a single 
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justification for saying the Central Intel· 
ligence Agency has set policy. 

Now if these matters are not brought 
up 1n open hearing, following the 
thoughts of the distinguished senior 
Senator from Rhode Island, how are the 
people going to know about them? After 
this secret hearing are we going to be 
accused of perpetuating some form of 
secrecy? If that happens it would be an 
unfortunate development, because we 
should decide the issues along with the 
people and based on the record and the 
facts. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am 
going to limit myself to procedural 
matters. I do not think there' is any
thing under the procedure that we have 
adopted that would stop the Senator 
from Missouri from saying anything he 
wants to say about the CIA from a public 
platform or from an open session of the 
Senate later. 

The only limitation we have imposed 
on ourselves is in the discussion of any 
matter. of secrecy involved in this 
hearing. 

I intend, after this session, not to be 
restricted in any way in my further dis
cussions, as I have in the past, about 
what I consider to be the inexcusable 
intervention of the CIA in various 
places. [Omission.] We are not stop· 
ped, and it will not stop me-this is 
my understanding, unless the Chair cor
rects me-from a public discussion of 
the CIA, save and except as to any mat-
ter of secrecy. _ 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
feels he must respond to the Senator 
from Oregon. It is the judgment of the 
Chair, after consultation with the Par
liamentarian, that the entire proceedings 
of the closed session is a secret pro
ceeding. It is, of course, right, that any 
Senator ~t any time may make any com
ment he would like about the subject 
matter of the CIA, its operations, and so 
forth. 

Mr. MORSE. That is what I am 
saying. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. But it is not 
proper, under the closed session rule, for 
any Senator to make any comment about 
the subject matter discussed here or 
which Senator said what, or what pro· 
ceeding took place, a proceeding in the 
closed session or under the injunction of 
secrecy, unless there is specific affirma
tive action to remove that injunction in 
reference to that or any other item. 

Mr. MORSE. May I ask respectfully 
for a clarification of what the Presiding 
omcer meant--

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Oregon has the :floor. 

Mr; MORSE. The Presiding omcer 
has used the language "subject matter." 
I think it should be made perfectly clear 
that that does not mean a Senator, after 
this closed session, cannot discuss the 
subject matter of the CIA; but that the 
Presiding Officer means we cannot dis
cuss or quote what was said in this body 
by any Member of this body on that par
ticular matter. He himself is perfectly 
free to say whatever he thinks, repre
senting the people of his sovereign State, 
he should say about the CIA or any 
other subject matter, so long as he does 

not disclose any secret information of 
what took place in this session. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I would like to yield the 
:floor. I think the Senator from Arkansas 
has a right to reply. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Oregon's interpretation 'is correct, 
as he sees it. In other words, the Sena
tor does not in any way lose the right, 
at a later date, to discuss whatever he 
wishes about the CIA. However, he does 
lose the right, under rule XXXV, which 
applies to a discussion of the proceedings 
of this session, and to comment upon 
statements made by another Senator in 
this session. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
think this particular discussion has 
gotten off the track. This resolution does 
not attack the CIA. I am not attacking 
the CIA. I am siaiply proposing a simple 
change in the present method of ap
pointment and any oversight and 
proposing to place three men on the 

·committee. 
The Senator from Missouri has led 

us off into a highway which I think is 
not really involved. · 

I do not think we are attacking the 
CIA. I have no intention of attacking 
the CIA. [Deletion.] However, the Di
rector of the CIA told us that under the 
regulations, he could not tell certain sig
nificant foreign policy information to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. I 
think that the Committee on Foreign Re
lations is entitled to know whether these 
allegations we have read in the press are 
true. This is no attack on the CIA at 
all, and I do not think it ought to be pre
sented that we are out to get the CIA. 
All we are seeking is to try to under
stand what it is doing. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena· 
tor from Tennessee has been waiting. 
He ~.s recognized. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, am I 
recognized? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Tennessee has the :floor. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I have, 
after some brief reference to procedure, 
I want to reason with my colleagues on 
the substance of the issue, not as a 
critic, but as a champion of the CIA. I 
should like to say about the procedure, 
that I have sat under the chairmanship 
of the senior Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PASTORE] many a day in 
executive session in the Joint Committee 
on Atomic ·Energy, dealing with stock
pile, design, and technology of topmost 
secrecy. He lives with the · secrets of 
nuclear weapons of the topmost secrecy. 
With reference to the rules of executive 
session, this is a closed session, and we 
are more or less meeting in the nature 
of the Committee of the Whole of the 
Senate to discuss matters critical and 
secret in nature. I have not heard one 
statement made, however, that was 
secret. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is on in
telligence. 

Mr. GORE. Even that has not been 
said. Please understand I am not crit· 
ical. I think it is a contribution to the 
debate. We have many things said in 

executive session in our committees on 
which we base our judgment which are 
not revealed to the public. 

Mr. PASTORE. I find no fault with 
what the Senator has said. I was not 
finding fault with the closed session, 
I only say that if we are going to refer 
to our votes here, let us have a reason 
why we voted a certain way. I only 
suggest that we sanitize this record as 
we have records in executive sessions, 
so that those matters which are secret 
are kept secret, and those matters which 
are public be made public, so that we 
can justify what action we take in a 
closed session. 

Mr. GORE. Here again I shall draw 
a comparison with executive sessions. 
Sometimes we sanitize the released rec
ord. Sometimes it is within the judg
ment of this body. But I am going to 
say things that I will feel free to say here, 
but that I would not feel free to say if the 
press representatives were in the gal
leries. The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
SYMINGTON] would not have felt free to 
use the figure except in closed session. 
They have contributed to reasoning to
gether on a matter that is vital to the 
Senate and the policymaking functions 
of the country in · which the legislative 
branch ought to have a part. We are 
dealing here with an issue that goes to 
the full equal status of the legislative 
branch of the Government. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. In response to the 

argument made by the distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee and the ques
tion raised by the distinguished Senator 
from Rhode Island, I have discussed the 
possibility of sanitizing the record with 
the chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee and the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee, and with the 
ranking members of the committee. I 
have not been able to ·see the ranking 
member of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee [Mr. HICKENLOOPER]. I .am sure 
he would not object. I think we can 
trust these four men, outstanding Mem
bers of the Senate, to consider the pos
sibility of sanitizing the record so that 
all suspect matters are taken out of the 
record. 

I have discussed this matter with the 
minority leader also, and it has his 
approval. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I as
sume the Senator would include the Ap
propriations Committee. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes; we would be 
glad to have them. The Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] is the 
ranking member of the Appropriations 
Committee, and we would be delighted to 
have him included. 

romission.J 
Mr. SYMINGTON. The five stories 

that were written about the Central In
telligence Agency in the New York 
Times, which the CIA tells us did grave 
damage to the security of the United 
States, referred to these amounts. As 
against what the military receives for 
intelligence the CIA receives a relatively 
small amount. [Deletion.] 
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What I would suggest-is that this 
entire discussion held today be sent 
either to the Department of Defense or 
the Central Intelligence Agency, or both, 
and be sanitized, that information con
sidered against the best interests of the 
United States be taken out of the record, 
and it then be published like any execu
tive hearing of a Senate committee. 

With that 1n mind, I ask unanimous 
consent that this record be sanitized and 
released after the proceedings are over. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I understand 
the majority leader said the leaders. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Sanitized also by 
the Members of the Senate who par
ticipated, it could then be sent to the ap
propriate agencies, who could look it 
over. Then it could be published. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. To whom 
does the Senator yield? 

Mr FULBRIGHT. The Senator made 
a unanimous-consent request. I was re
serving the right to object. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Very well. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. This is not com

parable. There is no reason to send the 
transcript to the CIA and others. I had 
just understood the majority leader to 
say it had been cleared with the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. RussELL], the Sen
ator from lllinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], and 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL]. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Cleared what? 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. The sanitization 

of the record. I see no reason to send 
it down to any executive agency. If it 
is going to be done at all, I approve the 
majority leader's request. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Tennessee has the floor. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator had 
made a request. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I hope the Senator 
will not press his request in the course of 
my time on the pending question. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
withdraw the request. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield so I may 
make a statement concerning something 
the Senator from Arkansas has said? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. The Sen

ator has referred to the articles in the 
New York Times. In my opinion, there 
were some breaches of security there. 

There were also some grievous errors. 
[Omission.] 

The New York Times articles were 
completely in error in this instance; as 
well as in other respects. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the 
Senator indulge the Chair for a moment 
in order to get the question before the 
Senate for the Senate's consideration? 

May the Chair ask the Senator from 
Georgia, does the Senator from Georgia 
contend that the resolution now before 
the Senate is invalidly before the Senate 
because it should pave been referred to 
the Committee on Armed Services? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. No; I do 
not challenge the right of the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations to report the 
resolution. I said the procedure was 
unusual, but the committee had the right 

to follow it. I have only seen it happen 
a few times in the almost 34 years I 
have been here. I say, however, before 
it goes to the calendar,. under rule XXV 
it should be referred by the Chair to the 
Committee on Armed Services. That is 
the point of order I have made against 
the ·resolution. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. In other 
words, the Senator contests the pro
cedure that is being followed? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. That is 
correct. This resolution came forth 
from the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions, it was generated there and was 
brought here. It was not introduced. 
This is the first opportunity we have 
had to request that, under our unques
tioned jurisdiction in this field, we have 
an opportunity at least to have a hear
ing on it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. I think, in 
order to expedite the appropriate con
sideration of this point of order, the 
Chair should make his ruling, so the 
Senate will be at liberty to appeal from 
the ruling of the Chair or debate it, as 
it sees fit. , 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr. GORE. I yield for a parliamen
tary inquiry. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Do I understand 
that on page 39 of the Senate Manual
this is the section the Senator from 
Georgia first read-that he is basing his 
point on section (p) (1) <A)? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. That is 
correct, the second part. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In order to clarify 
what that means, because I am some
what confused, it deals, as I understand, 
with the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration, and it says: 

Matters relating to the payment of money 
out of the contingent fund of the Senate 
or creating a charge upon the same; except 
that any resolution relating to substantive 
matter within the jurisdiction of any other 
Standing Committee of the Senate shall be 
first referred to such committee. 

This resolution does not require any 
payment of money, or create a charge, 
and I am quite unable to understand how 
it is applicable to this resolution. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi
dent, there is no question of what it does. 
For example, it gives the subpena power, 
and it is implicit in the subpena power 
that a man cannot be subpenaed under 
such power and not be paid his expenses 
and his per diem as a witness. The 
resolution · involves expenditures of 
funds, r..nd we cannot escape ::.t. 

In the first instance, I did not insist 
that it be referred to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. I do ask that 
the ·Armed Services Committee, before it 
be deprived of its jurisdiction, have the 
right to consider this resolution. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
feels that it would be helpful to have a 
ruling from the Chair, and then the 
Senators may proceed to debate it. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I certainly 
yield to the Chair in that regard, but 
I should like to be heard momentarily on 
this point of order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
will entertain the views of the Senator. 

Mr. GORE. This is by no means the 
first time that a resolution. or a bill has 
been altered by a committee to which it 
has been duly referred, and which has 
considered it. During my service in the 
House and the senate, I have known of 
many instances in which the nature and 
the content of a resolution have been 
changed. This is the procedure here. I 
see nothing particularly unusual about 
it. There is certainly nothing disrepu
table about it. The resolution is before 
the Senate. 

The distinguished senior Senator from 
Georgia earlier asked the Chair to in
dulge in what appeared to me to be a 
most unusual undertaking-to render a 
hypothetical ruling. I am not critical; I 
am merely saying that that, to me, is 
unusual. The Chair was asked to rule 
to what committee it would have been 
referred if it had been introduced in its 
present form. That is all right; I have 
no criticism of that. But it was not 
introduced in its present form; it was 
introduced and duly referred to the 
committee, and the committee reported 
it back, and it is before the Senate, and 
is on the Calendar of the Senate. 

·Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. The Sen

ator is not stating the facts correctly. 
This is not any substitute for the original 
resolution. It bears no number whatso
ever. The Senator said it was equivalent 
to the original resolution which was in
troduced from the fioor; but that was not 
reported out by the committee, because 
it would of necessity have had to be 
referred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration when it was reported, be
cause it authorized expenditures for an 
investigation. · 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I do 
not wisl;l to delay the ruling of the 
Chair. The Senator from Georgia said 
earlier that this resolution has been han
dled in a lega.l manner. I assume by 
that he means under the rules of the 
Senate. · No Member of the Senate has 
had more to do with elther the writing of 
the rules of this body or the interpreta
tion of them than has the senior Senator 
from Georgia. 

We did change the resolution and in
troduced it in a somewhat different man
ner, in part because we wanted to get it 
before the Senate on the substance of 
the resolution. We also changed it be
cause of some objections which were 
made to the original proposals. The de
cision to take out any reference to money, 
for example, was made largely because it 
was cHarged that we were going to set 
up a staff, have an investigation, to sub
pena people, and do many other things 
no one had in mind. 

It is difficult to drain of us a resolu
tion to create a standing committee to 
conform to what is a confused, merged, 
double subcommittee, consisting of mem
bers of the Appropriations Committee 
and the Committee on Armed Services. 

I think the Senator from Georgia will 
admit that the proceedings of that joint 
subcommittee are somewhat irregular. I 
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do not think there is any clear precedent 
for it. Some of his own remarks were 
to the effect that the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee informally 
agreed to let the chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee preside. There is 
nothing in the rules that mentions how to 
proceed in this kind of joint committee, 
which is not a subcommittee. The com
mittee does not deal with substantive 
matters, it does not recommend money 
for the CIA, it just asks the CIA to sit 
down and talk. 

So what the chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee and the members 
of the committee decided, by a vote of 
14 to 5, was to try to set up a procedure 
something like those informal arrange
ments. In effect, we said, "As long as 
you are so informal, why not let us come 
in and sit with you?" 

They said, "We cannot do that, be
cause of the acts of 1947 and 1949." 

They interpret those acts as though 
they were the Atomic Energy Act. The 
acts of 1947 and 1949 say nothing about 
reporting secretly to anybody. 

But they said, "No; we can't do that." 
Even the Director of the CIA came up. 
We said, "Let us have a subcommittee of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, and 
you come up and answer questions 
which, if they were asked in this other 
informal joint, merged subcommittee, 
you could answer them here." 

His defense was that the acts Of 1947 
and 1949 did not allow him to do that. 
That is an utterly ridiculous interpre
tation of the act. 

Senator RussELL said that if the Presi
dent decides what can be told to his sub
committee and the Appropriations Com
mittee on this matter, it can be told. 
But Admiral Raborn said, "No; it is 
the acts of 1947 and 1949 that deter
mine whether I can talk to the Foreign 
Relations Committee or not." 

Everybody knows that is not the case. 
We are dealing here with a strange 

agency, so we use unusual practices. The 
Senator from Georgia was using un
usual practices in setting up this kind 
of joint subcommittee. All we are try
ing to do in this procedure here, is to 
assure that the Foreign Relations Com
mittee can have the kind of information 
it needs in order to make recommenda
tions to the Senate, so that it may pass 
judgment on the foreign policy of the 
United States. That is what is before 
the senate, nothing else. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 

subcommittees. But as far as we were 
able to learn from what Admiral Raborn 
said, a.S to our formal subcommittee on 
the CIA, he would not answer questions 
asked by one of us, which he would 
answer if asked by one of you. 

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator yield 
for a parliamentary inquiry? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
will hear the Senator's point. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the senior 
Senator from Tennessee has the floor. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is cor
rect. Does the Senator yield for that 
purpose? · 

Mr. GORE. I yield for a parlia
mentary inquiry. However, before 
yielding, let me say to my colleagues 
that I have a few serious views I wish 
to express. I do not wish to prolong this 
hassle about the point of order and the 
parliamentary procedure, so I will yield 
the floor, and seek recognition when the 
Chair has made his ruling. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wanted 
to raise a parliamentary inquiry rather 
than a point of order. I speak, as the 
Chair knows, I am sure, most respect
fully. 

As I understand the parliamentary 
situation, what is really pending is the 
point of order of the Senator from 
Georgia. The Chair seems to be anxious 
to rule on that point of order. 

After the ruling, there is a probability 
that there may be an appeal. It is cus
tomary practice of the Senate, before the 
Chair · rules on a point 9f order, that 
those who have views on the point of 
order can be h3ard before the Chair's 
ruling. There are many reasons for that. 
One of them is that after the
if the arguments that are submitted 
subsequently indicate that he is wrong. 
In all due respect, I am not anxious for 
the Chair to rule at the present time 
until there is a discussion of the pending 
business by those who want to discuss it. 
There are other views than those of the 
Senator from Georgia as to whether or 
not his point of order . is well taken. I 
think that the Chair is entitled to have 
those views before he rules. He has not 
had those views. The opportunity has 
not been given for the presentation of 
the views, and therefore I am urging that 
the Chair withhold his ruling until other 
Senators have an opportunity to present 
their points of view on the point o:Z order 
of the Senator from Georgia. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
refers to rule XX, clause 1, section 8: 

A question of order may be raised at any 
stage of the proceedings, except when the 
Senate is dividing, and, unless submitted to 
the Senate, shall be decided by the Presid
ing Officer without debate, subject to an 
appeal to the Senate. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would point 
out to the Senator that as a member of 
the Armed Services Committee and the 
Committee on Appropriations, we sit to
gether jointly on matters of procure- The Chair, under that precedent, may 
ment, and on matters of authorization · indulge whatever debate he feels may be 
of weapons, for the simple reason that necessary before making a ruling. 
it saves time. In this instance, on the Mr. MORSE. That is why I did not 
CIA, these are both formal subcommit- raise the point of order. 
tees. We sit together to save time. That The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
is all there is to it. They are not in- feels it would be helpful for the proce
formal; they are formal subcommittees dure of this body, to get the point of 
sitting together to save time. order clearly before us, to have the Chair 

Mr. McCARTHY. We are willing to make his ruling, and then whatever de
set up a formal subcommittee, and o:fier bate may be desired will, of course, be 
to have that sit with your two formal permissible. 

CXII--989-Part 12 

Mr. MORSE. The Chair can follow 
that procedure. I only wish to say, the 
precedents are as long as my arm that 
when points of order have been raised, 
Presiding Officers have always been will
ing to hear, for reasonable lengths of 
time, those who have a different point of 
view on the point of order, for the pur
pose of presenting to the Chair their 
views on the point of order. They might 
be right, you know, and that is why we 
have followed that practice. 

The Chair can rule now if he wishes 
to rule, but I think it most unfortunate 
if he does, because I think those who 
do not share the position of the Senator 
from Georgia on the point of order ought 
to be heard before the Chair rules. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
wishes to be very indulgent, and he be
lieves he is. But the Chair believes lt 
will expedite the proceedings to have the 
Chair make his ruling. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Pres
ident, if the Chair would permit, I would 
like to make my point of order clear. 

I have not made any point of order 
that this matter should go to the Com
mittee on . Rules and Administration. I 
stated that, in my opinion, by its very 
nature, it would create a charge on the 
Senate and, therefore, was within the 
jurisdiction of that committee; but I did 
not make that point of order. 

I made the point of order that this 
should be referred to the Senate Com
mittee on Armed Services, as a result of 
the legislative jurisdiction that is spelled 
out in rule XXV, for the Committee on 
Armed Services. The rule provides: 

to which committee shall be referred all 
-proposed legislation, messages, petitions, 
menwrials, and other matters relating to the 
following subjects: ( 1) · common defense 
generally. (2) The Department of Defense, 
the Department of the Army, the Depart
ment of the · Navy, and the Department of 
the Air Force generally. · 

That involves all of your national se
curity agencies and other agencies set 
forth in this resolution. · The rule goes 
on to set forth the remainder of the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Armed 
Services. My contention is buttressed 
by the fact that, in rule XXV, under 
the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Rules, to show the clear intent of the 
rules to protect the jurisdiction of the 
committees, it is provided that any reso
lution relating to a substantive matter 
shall first be referred to the committee 
having jurisdiction over the substantive 
matter. 

I am making the point of' order that 
you cannot bypass the jurisdiction of 
a duly established committee by any 
such procedure as this. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
is ready to rule, and will not, of course, 
foreclose debate, because appeal from 
the ruling is always possible. 

The situation before the Senate is a 
resolution reported from the Foreign Re
lations Committee, not a resolution that 
has been introduced for appropriate 
reference. The situation for appropri
ate reference is different from that of 
a resolution reported from a committee. 

Under rule XXV, the standing com
mittees of the Senate are created and the 
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subject matter within the jurisdiction of 
each committee is enumerated, but there 
are no stipulations limiting what the 
committee might report in an original 
bill or resolution, in a substitute for a bill 
or resolution, or what the committee may 
include in an amended-reported version 
of a bill or resolution, even if such re
ported bills should include subject mat
ter the predominance of which would 
likely belong to another committee. 

There is no rule or established prece
dent of the Senate to sustain a point of 
order to commit such a reported bill to 
another committee which properly has 
jurisdiction thereof; there is only an 
enumeration of the subject matter be
longing to each committee. 

Obviously, a point of order can be 
made that such a bill or resolution, in 
this instance, under ru1e XXV, should 
have been referred to another committee 
which had jurisdiction of the predomi
nance of the subject matter, when such a 
measure is pending before the Senate; 
but, in the absence of an exact Senate 
precedent thereon, the Chair feels com
pelled to submit this question to the 
Senate, as authorized in ru1e XX, for 
its decision, so that the Senate may have 
a guideline in the future; shou1d such a 
question be raised again. 

The Chair makes note of the fact that 
had this resolution been introduced de 
novo by a Senator today for appropriate 
reference, that because the CIA had been 
created under the National Security Act, 
which was reported from the Armed 
Services Committee, and that was in Pub
lic Law 80-253, in 1947-that, on cursory 
examination of this resolution, it wou1d 
have been referred to the.Armed Services 
Committee. 

But the situation is entirely different. 
This resolution originated in the Foreign 
Relations Committee, and . it was re
ported to the Senate, and by unanimous 
consent is before the Senate; and there 
is no precedent, under ru1e XXV or any 
other rule, which gives the Chair any 
guidelines or any direction for referring 
this particular resolution to another 
committee, even though the predomi
nance of the substance of the resolution 
rightly belongs in the Armed Services 
Committee. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I submit a parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Massachusetts will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If the Chair's 
ruling-and I question the Chair most 
respectfull)'-is carried out to the ex
treme point, that wou1d mean that any 
committee of the Senate could report a 
resolution on any subject that might 
concern another committee and get it to 
the Senate Calendar without reference to 
the proper committee. It would seem to 
me that that would violate the whole 
question of procedure within committees 
and for committee consideration if that 
rule-and I say it most respectfully-is 
carried out to the extreme situation. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
fully understands the thoughts ex
pressed by the Senator from M·assa
chusetts. There is no precedent in this 

matter. We have examined it very care- consent agreement under which we are 
fully with the able assistance of the operating. 
Parliamentarian of the Senate. There The VICE PRESIDENT. The obser
is always the possibility of averting the vation of the Senator from Georgia is 
situation to which the Senator refers well taken. 
to by raising the point of order, which Mr. MILLER. A parliamentary in-
is exactly what was done today. quiry, Mr. President. 

What the Chair seeks from the Senate The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
now, in light of this situation, is to have from Iowa will state it. 
the Senate express itself and to make its Mr. MILLER. Do I understand that 
own precedent or its own rule, if it so the ruling of the Chair includes a deter
desires. mination by the Chair that the subject 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, matter is preponderantly within the 
will the Senator from Tennessee yield jurisdiction of the Committee on Armed 
for a parliamentary inquiry? Services, or is that particular point also 

Mr. GOR'E. I yield. left open for the determination of the 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Then the sub- Senate? 

stance of what the Vice President has The VICE PRESIDENT. The point 
said at this time is that this question of order is that the Senator from 
is not only a question referring to this Georgia maintains that under ru1e XXV, 
resolution, but really the whole prece- this resolution should be referred to the 
dent of reporting a resolution by any Committee on Armed Services before the 
committee which has no jurisdiction, we Senate considers the resolution for de
assume, over the subject, and having it flnitive action. 
get onto the calendar without proper The Chair says that because there is 
consideration by the committee with no precedent on this exact point that the 
jurisdiction. So it is a very broad ruling. Senate must express its will on the point 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the of order raised by the Senator from 
view of the Presiding Officer. Georgia. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, a parlia- <Several Senators addressed the 
mentary inquiry. Chair.) 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, may I 
tor from Tennessee will state it. inquire further? I think this may be 

important, because the question of 
Mr. GORE. Does the senior Senator whether or not the ruling of the Chair 

from Tennessee correctly understand · d 
that the Chair has ruled that a point of mclu es a determination that the Sen-

ator's point may be perfectly valid. 
order does not stand and is not amenable There may be a preponderance of inter-
under the precedence of the Senate, and est on the part of his committee, that 
would desire the Senate to express itself? wou1d be one thing; but it could be an
If that be true, the Senate can do so other thing if the Chair is ruling that 
either by an appeal from the ruling of th' · 1 te b 'd 
the Chair or by an affirmative motion to IS IS comp e Iy esi e the point. It 

· may be and it may not be preponderantly 
proceed with the consideration of the within the jurisdiction . of the Armed 
question before the Senate. Is that Services Committee. or it may be just 
correct? the mere fact of the point of order being 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the made that it is going to be referred to 
Senator permit the Chair to consult with the senate. we can vote on two things 
the Parliamentarian? here, that is, our vote could be guided by 

Mr. GORE. Certainly. two points; one, by the mere point of or-
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair der its.elf, and another by consideration 

will say to the Senator from Tennessee of whether in fact that point is factually 
that the ruling of the Presiding Officer sound, in that this is preponderantly 
is to submit this question to the Senate. within the jurisdiction of the Armed 

The Chair does not rule that the point Services Committee. 
of order is out of order. The Chair rules I might, for example, decide that this 
that because there is no precedent to is not preponderantly with the jurisdic
guide the Chair on this point of order, tion of the Armed Services Committee, 
and because it is a matter that relates therefore I will not uphold the point. On 
fundamentally to the jurisdictional in- the other hand-I hope I am getting 
tegrity of the committees of the Senate, across to the Chair my point-I think it 
that the Chair refers to the Senate the would be helpful to the Senate to know 
decision as to whether or not the point whether or not we are voting on both 
of order made by the Senator from these concepts, one, the point of order 
Georgia is well taken; namely, that the itself, or two, the · determination of 
Foreign Relations Committee has en- whether or not, for the sake of discus
croached upon the jurisdiction of the sion, the Senator from Georgia is correct 
Armed Services Committee, and, there- in his position that this is within the 
fore, that the resolution before us should jwisdiction of the Armed Services 
be referred, because of the predominance . Committee 
?fits subje~t matter, to. ~e Armed Serv- Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will 
1ces Comm1ttee, before 1t 1s placed on the the Senator yield? 
calendar. Mr. MILLER. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. GORE. Then, Mr. President, Mr. JACKSON. This is a simple mat-
under those circumstances, I move that ter. Is it not the question that if we 
the Senate proceed with the considera- vote "yea," it sustains the point of order, 
tion of the resolution before us. if we vote "nay," it is in opposition to the 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Prest- point of order? 
dent, I make the point of order that 1s The VICE - PRESIDENT. That is 
out of order under the unanimous- correct. 
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Mr. McCARTHY-. The point of order 

is debatable, is it not? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The point 

of order is before the senate, and the 
Chair ha.s ruled that the point of order 
is debatable. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Ha.s a point of 
order been made against the motion of 
the Senator from Tennessee? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. No. 
The point of order is that the resolu

tion appropriately belongs, under rule 
XXV, before the Armed Services Com
mittee, it can be placed on the Senate 
Calendar. 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is debatable? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. It is debat

able. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 

will state it. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I inquire about 

obtaining a vote on the merits of the 
resolution. Could that be done? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Not until' the 
point of order has been disposed of. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Suppose a motion 
should be made to table the resolution, 
and that motion carried. Would it then 
be in order to vote on the merits of the 
resolution? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
would respond to the Senator from Ar
kansas by saying that under the unani
mous-consent agreement, if a -motion to 
table the point of order were successful, 
or carried, it would not be possible to 
complete action on the resolution today, 
because only procedural matters were 
included in the unanimous-consent 
agreement. 

However, at a later time, or tomorrow, 
if the point of order fails, the resolution 
could be brought before the Senate for 
consideration, and would be subject to 
action by the Senate on the substance of 
the resolution. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. COOPER. I would like to ask a 
question. · 

The VICE PRESIDENT. In other 
words, the resolution would be placed on 
the calendar once again, and be subject 
to being called up on motion, for con
clusive action by the Senate. 

(Several Senators addressed the 
Chair.) 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Minnesota has the floor. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the Sena
tor from Kentucky. 

Mr. COOPER. If the Senate today 
establishes a precedent and requires that 
this resolution be sent to the Armed 
Services Committee, may I inquire 
whether or not the Armed Services Com
mittee will hold hearings on the resolu
tion? Hearings should be held. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Since 1948, there 
have been 13 Senate resolutions dealing 
with the investigation of intelligence ac
tivities. Four were referred - to the 
Armed Services Committee, and none 
were reported. Six were referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, and 
none were reported. Three were re
ferred to the Committee on Rules · and 
Administration, an~ one wa.s reported, I 

think in 1956. I think all of us know 
what the substance of this resolution is, 
and that nothing would be gained by re
ferring it to the Armed Services Com
mittee. If the Senate wishes to reject 
this on the procedural question, I sup
pose there is nothing to prevent them 
from doing it. But I hope, in view of 
the fact that this matter has been before 
the Senate on and off since 1946, ·and 
in 1956--when the present majority 
leader made a great fight to establish a 
joint committee of the House and Sen
ate, which would supervise intelligence 
activities, there has been enough prep
aration, it seems to me, for us to act on 
the substance of the matter. 

If hearings before the Armed Services 
Committee would add anything to this 
factual record, or if that committee had 
shown any interest in doing something 
to expand the jurisdiction ofthe Central 
Intelligence Agency, I would say let it go 
to the committee. 
- But I think under the circumstances 
we ought to face up to the subject which 
is before the committee. 

If we do act on this procedural basis, 
it would be easy for the Foreign Rela
tions Committee to report a resolution 
to set up a kind of standing committee 
which leaves out the Armed Services 
Committee and concentrates only on 
foreign policy aspects of the Central In
telligence Agency, and the Senate might 
approve such a resolution, with the 
proviso that the President ought to 
instruct the Central Intelligence Agency 
to come up and answer questions put to 
it by a subcommittee of the Foreign Re
lations Committee. 

But since joint jurisdiction is involved, 
we proposed the resolution in the form 
we did. I think the issue is before the 
Senate. Are we to evade our responsi
bility and slide off with this kind of very 
limited, specialized interpretation of the 
rules? 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. COOPER. I know that although 

this may be considered a procedural 
question, we will be voting on a more 
fundamental question-on the merits of 
the resolution. 

It will not be considered a mere pro- . 
cedural question. Representatives of the 
Foreign Relations Committee are asking 
to be included by the establishment of 
the new committee. We should decide 
the issue on the merits. 

May I ask if the Foreign Relations 
Committee has, in hearings, made such 
·an examination of the operations of the 
CIA as it is possible for it to conduct, 
and can it give to Members who are not 
on the Foreign Relations Committee or 
the Armed Services Committee, any sub
stantial information which would sup
port the establishment of the commit
tee? Or is it only a matter of specula
tion about the activities of the CIA? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Senator is 
asking me, we .have had hearings twice 
this year, we have had Admiral Raborn 
before the committee; we have had them 
in the past. But this year in particular, 
because of the various articles, the arti
cles I have referred to, raising questions 
about CIA activity, the book, which was 
a bestseller, called "The Invisible Gov-

ernment," all these 'things have devel
oped recently and because of certain 
well-publicized activities the question 
arises again. The· Senator knows about 
publicity in the ca.Se of the Michigan 
State University, that has been in the 
newspapers, and also press reports of 
the case of the Estonian refugees. All 
these have raised questions about the 
activities of the CIA. 

So we had hearings and asked the CIA 
about certain of its activities. The Di
rector was willing to give us certain re
ports about armed strength of certain 
nations and various things, most of 
which I had heard in other briefings on 
other occasions. None of this was par
ticularly new or especially relevant to the 
aspects of foreign relations in which I am 
interested and in which most of my com
mittee are interested. 

Under the rules of the Senate, for ex
ample, the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions is given jurisdiction, under section 
8, on page 33 of the Senate Manual, "In
tervention Abroad and Declarations of 
War.'' [Omission.] 

When asking questions in this field, 
we were told-and I have the executive 
record-"We cannot answer such ques
tions.'' 

As the Senator says, with respect to 
methods and sources, methods partic
ularly, of course, are a most important 
aspect. [Omission.] I think many of 
the CIA activities tend to discredit the 
integrity of our country, and these ac
tivities raise a number of questions with 
respect to the influence on our foreign 
policy. · 

Mr. COOPER. Is it an implicit con
clusion, the resolution that the present 
subcommittee is not performing its 
duties? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not think that 
is implicit in it at all. 

Mr. COOPER. It seems to me to be. 
Mr. FULBRIGIIT. The jurisdiction of 

the Committee on Armed Services, under 
the resolution, is essentially military. 
That committee is interested in Viet
nam, in bombing, in the conduct of the 
war itself, as evidenced by many public 
statements. The members of the Armed 
Services Committee are inclined to feel 
that their particular mission is to carry 
on the war and to win it; whereas I think 
the orientation of the Committee on For
eign Relations is that it is more inter
ested in finding a way to negotiate. peace. 
There, is a slight difference in their in
terests and approach. 

We are not trying to oust the Com
mittee on Armed Services or any other 
committee from their legitimate interest. 
I would not for a moment say that they 
have no interest in this business. We 
are only asking them to allow us to par
ticipate because we believe this subject 
involves a very important aspect of our 
foreign relations-much m·ore important 
today than when the CIA was created. 
It was created in a period when the Cold 
War was just getting underway. It was 
a small operation at that time. Now it 
has become worldwide. 

As I have already mentioned, certain 
aspec~s of this operation have been 
widely publicized and are not secret at 
all. 
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They brag about their success. That 

involves some serious question of policy. 
I personally question and have grave 
reservations whether it was wise for the 
CIA to intervene in certain countries. I 
think we are riding for much trouble. 

I know I read in the newspapers today 
very optimistic statements in articles; 
reportedly emanating from the CIA. 
These are matters of very serious na
tional interest to this country. 

I think the Committee on Foreign 
Relations is not only entitled to know, 
but I think it has the duty to know, 
about these activities. 

But· if we ask the CIA if they use 
means such as these to intervene in a 
country, in the interest of those coun
tries, they say, "It is not possible for us 
to answer such questions." 

Mr. COOPER. Is it a matter of 
record, if it is not confidential, that this 
has been done, or is it speculation? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am always un
der the inhibition to say that I cannot 
say that the CIA told me, but I have in
numerable cases and have before my 
committee. 

I did sit personally in a hearing with 
the President and Mr. Dulles, and about 
15 others, and heard him make the case 
for intervention in the Bay of Pigs. This 
is public information. I heard this with 
my own ears, with Allen Dulles promot
ing it. I was there for 2 hours. This 
has been publicized. What has been 
written about it, by and large, absolutely 
accurate. 

Mr. COOPER. I read the l:earings of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations on 
the Bay of Pigs, and I must say that 
when I finished, I had not learned much 
of what had occurred. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I was talking about 
a meeting in the State Department with 
President Kennedy. This was before the 
Bay of Pigs, Allen Dulles was making 
a case for it and was urging the Presi
dent at that time to make a final de
cision. This matter had been underway 
for a year. He wanted a final decision 
that would be a green light to proceed. 
I was there. I heard it, if we want to 
go into detail. - That is the record. 

Mr. COOPER. If we ever get to the 
point of voting on the merits of the 
resolution, and we should, how would 
we vote with knowledge--unless in a 
session like this-actual information 
based upon fact is provided us? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It does not seem 
to be necessary that we produc~ proof 
of them in each of these two instances, 
although I think we could in each in
stance. The general proposition seems 
to be that the CIA operates very deeply 
and broadly in the field of foreign 
relations. 

[Omission.] 
Mr. COOPER. I have personal 

knowledge on that point because of my 
experience in India. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That was a · long 
time ago. 

Mr. COOPER. Yes; about 10 years 
ago. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. How does the 
Senator know? · 

Mr. COOPER. Because I was given 
information by the State Department. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. How did the State 
Department know-it is widely ru
mored-that many people are agents in 
the ciA? They do not know. 

Mr. COOPER. That is possible, but 
I think it is a little farfetched. [De
letion.] 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am not trying to 
downgrade them. Many of them have 
been there longer and have had more 
experience than the Ambassador, in 
some cases dominating the whole team. 
In many cases, they are better trained 
and better paid. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I must in
sist, even though this record is being 
made in executive session, that the CIA 
officer is not paid as much as an Ambas
sador. There is not a single chancery 
in the world where the Amb1SSador does 
not receive higher pay than the CIA 
representative. The Senator has re
peatedly stated that a CIA agent is paid 
more than an Ambassador. My infor
mation is that this is not true. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator has 
the great advantage that anything one 
says about the CIA cannot be challenged. 
The New York Times said--

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. That is 
the Senator's Bible. But it is not the 
Bible always. I do not challenge the 
Senator's statemen~ I did not hear all 
the statement about it, but the Senator 
did not offer any proof that the CIA was 
supporting him. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. One can never of
fer proof. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. If they are, 
it is at the direction of the President, and 
the criticism ought to be launched at the 
President. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not offer 
criticism. The Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. CooPER], asked a question about the 
interest that we have. I was not talk
ing in this case about the President. 
[Deletion.] This was years ago. It was 
widely reported not only in the New York 
Times. It was widely reported that this 
was an interest of the CIA. This is a 
matter of foreign ·relations. It is cer
tainly more of prime interest to the For
eign Relations Committee than it is to 
the Armed Services Committee. 

The Senator from Georgia has stated 
that he has no interest in knowing about 
many of these things. 

That is not so with the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, because we have a 
different interest. We are not interested 
only in prosecuting a war or building a 
big Military Establishment, which is a 
legitimate interest of the Senator's com
mittee. We are not trying to infringe 
on that at all. We are interested in 
foreign relations, and that comes under 
section 8 "Interventions Abroad" of the 
juri$diction of the commit.tee. There 
is express and exclusive jurisdiction over 
the matter of intervention, under section 
8, in the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. This is much mo1·e explicit than 
the Senator's committee with respect to 
jurisdiction over the CIA. There is 
nothing in the rules that specifically 
mentions the CIA.· 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. What 
about the other agencies? . What about 

the Department of Defense Intelligence 
Agencies, which are much larger than 
the CIA? They are covered by the reso
lution. The Senator continues to refer 
to the Committee on Armed Services as 
if we were a warlike group. We are not 
acting as a group of people who are 
trying to get this country engaged in a 
war. I do not believe the Committee 
on Armed Services is interested in get
ting the country engaged in a war. The 
Armed Services Committee is interested 
to see that the country is prepared to 
fight a war wherever it is. I have no 
apologies to make for that. That is 
where my interest it. 

I am frightened by people who want 
to disarm this country. They scare me 
to death. There are many of them in 
high positions. I, for my part, want to 
maintain the security of the United 
States at all costs. If that means that 
I am a hawk, I am a hawk. I was not in 
favor of the war in Vietnam. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I did not say that 
the Senator was. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I was not 
in favor of getting there; but we are 
there, and I am in favor of winning the 
war there, and bringing our people home. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This has nothing 
to do with the resolution. That is a 
diversion; it is a red herring. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. The Sen
ator attached a string to the red herring 
when he said we were interested in war. 
The Senator is the one who is drawing 
the red herring. We are not interested 
in war; we are interested in peace as 
much as anybody else. 

I want to strengthen our national de
fense system as a backing for peace. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Nobody is ques
tioning that. I do not think we are 
worried about disarmament. I think 
the present ·budget is $60 billion for 
armament. The only agency that got 
more money out of Congress than the 
Executive has even asked for. I did not 
say the Senator is a warmonger, but th&.t 
the main interest of the Senator's com
mittee is to supply the armed services 
with weapons to prosecute the war and 
win it. Is that not so? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Our main 
interest is to have a M111tary Establish
ment to preserve the lives of American 
men all over the world. The Senator 
makes me think I might have more votes 
than I thought I had. I am encouraged. 

I hope that the Senator does not have 
many on his side who are going on the 
theory that our committee has war
mongers, and that it is necessary to put 
members of his committee on a com
mittee to hold us down and to keep away 
from the Third World War. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Senator has 
to go oft' on the war issue, then we are 
stronger than I thought we were. I 
really thought the Senator had his point 
won. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I have 
great faith in the commonsense of the 
Senate. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should 
like to put two qUestions to the Senator: 
One that puzzles ·me, and one for the 
information of the Senate. 
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First, all these agencies are under the 

jurisdiction of the President, are they 
not? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct. 
Mr. JAVITS. That goes for foreign 

policy and for our intelligence. The 
question, therefore, whicl: I ask the 
Senator is: Are we not, by introducing 
any overs~ght whatever in this matter, 
over and above what we have, challeng
ing the President? We are getting an
other avenue of review of what he is 
doing about intelligence, in this case, of 
the Nation. In other cases, we look into 
other matters. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The short answer 
1s that this procedur"e has been in effect 
ever since the creation of the CIA. The 
merged subcommittee has been operat
ing. There is nothing new about it. 
The simple, narrow question is, should 
three members of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations share the opportu
nity to know about the CIA. That is all 
there is to it. We are not challenging 
anybody. There is nothing that seems 
to me to be unusual. It arises out of 
the legitimate jurisdiction of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, one might 
say, and the interest of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. JAVITS. One other question of 
elucidation for Senators who are mem
bers of neither of these committees. 
Will the Senator tell us how he under
stands how any of the rest of us can get 
any information about the CIA now, 
and whether that opportunity will be 
enhanced by the passage of the resolu
tion which the Committee on Foreign 
Relations has brought before the Senate. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Of course, it would 
depend on the nature of the Committee. 
This present committee is under the in
hibition not to reveal classified informa
tion. There is certain information they 
can tell us that is not classified. It is 
sim11ar to what happens on other com
mittees, such as the Committee on 
Armed Services and the Joint Commit
tee on Atomic Energy, which have hear
ings. If one is not a member of the com
mittee, there are certain things that 
they will not tell you, and certain things 
that they will. I think we cannot be so 
categorical that it will be complete. 

I think that the judgment of the For
eign Relations Committee will be greatly 
improved if they have some knowledge 
of the activities of the CIA. I think they 
might even exercise some influence on 
the CIA if the CIA does some of the 
things it is reported to do. I cannot say 
for sure that they do them. I do not 
know whether they use [Deletion] at 
least it has been stated-that they use 
Michigan State University. I suppose it 
could be reasoned from that that they 
use others. My knowledge is very limited 
in responding on the merits, but this 
being in a field that is very important to 
foreign relations-and assuming that the 
Committee on Foreign Relations has the 
same competence as do the other com
mittees-it ought to be of great advan
tage to them to know what is going on, 
and possibly it might produce some good 
ideas as to how the operations of the CIA 
could be improved. 

Mr. JAVITS. If three members of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations are as
signed to this committee, will they con
sider it their obligation to brief the other 
members of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, or will they have to keep a wall 
between those three and the other mem
bers of the Foreign Relations Committee? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I should think 
there would be a reasonable exchange, 
particularly with reference to questions 
that have to do with policy. If the Sen
ator wants to take a hypothetical ques
tion, I think it would be very important 
that they know. 

We have had some cases [Deletion] 
in which, without getting into the merits, 
allegations about the degree of commu
nism were involved. This is a matter 
of great importance in arriving at sound 
judgment. [Deletion.] 

If we perform any function of value, 
it is advice and consent under the Con
stitution. How can we give any advice 
that is worth anything if we are not 
informed as to what is going on, and if 
we do not have information on which 
to base a judgment? Our advice would 
be very superficial if we did not have 
some information from the best avail
able sources. 

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] WOUld like 
to be indulged. 

[Omission. l 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sen

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. In answer to 

the question asked by the Senator from 
New York, as one member who has sat 
on that subcommittee, now, for anum
ber of years, I may say that when any 
Member of the Senate asks me a question 
regarding the CIA, I try in private con
versation to give him an answer to the 
best of my ability. Occasionally some
thing may come up, and I say, "I can't 
tell you at length about it"; but I try 
to give him an answer. That came up 
with Senator Dworshak, of Idaho, a 
number of years ago. I had a number of 
conversations with him. He was not a 
member of the subcommittee, but he was 
a member of the Committee on Appro
priations, and I tried to handle it satis
factorily with him in that way. I hope 
it satisfied him. 

Mr. JAVITS. Can we assume, Sena
for RussELL, that that is generally so? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. There 
were some subjects that I felt that I 
could not disclose. For example, we 
were told about the construction of the 
first U-2. I would not have been in con
versation with any Member of the Sen
ate on that subject. I know I would not 
have revealed it. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That 1s correct. 
That is a commonsense rule. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. But as a 
rule, I have been very free to disclose to 
Members of the Senate any information 
I had available as a member of the sub
committee. There were three or four 
instances such as that that I would not 
have disclosed, and would not in the 
future. They were so vital and could 
have had such a catastrophic effect if 
they did get out. I was using that as 

an illustration of one of the few that I 
would not have disctissed. 

But generally speaking, as to matters 
that pertain to information, and how 
reliable it is, dealing with questions about 
other countries, I feel free to discuss them 
with Members of the Senate. I have 
great confidence in the Senate. Some 
Senators have different ideas of the 
value of information; but generally 
speaking, I should say that 95 pe-rcent, 
97 percent, or 98 percent of the informa
tion, I would feel free to give to the 
Senator from New York or any other 
Senators. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator 
very much for this elucidation. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield for a 
question. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Some few days 
ago, someone spoke of a fairly extensive 
research and intelligence office in the 
Department of State. I checked with 
the staff of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee and asked if we had had any 
hearings or had called any witness con
cerning the Research and Intelligence 
Office in State, where operations are 
more akin to foreign policy than CIA 
operation, which are relatively closer to 
questions of national defense. 

I ask in all sincerity: Would it not be 
well, before we continue worrying so 
much about the lack of information the 
Foreign Relations Committee ~s obtain
ing from the Central Intelligence 
Agency, we give consideration to the im
portance of the intelligence operations 
in the State Department. That surely 
comes within the operations of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I have had a 
number of conversations in my office 
and Mr. Tom Hughes,· of that agency; 
and if at any time the Members of the 
committee wished to see him, they could 
have met him. But it is no news to the 
Senator that this is a modest operation 
compared with the CIA. They are un
der all the inhibitions that the State De
partment functions under. 

I have never had any meetings that 
embraced defense intelligence opera
tions. The CIA, I submit, is not essen
tially, solely, or even predominantely 
engaged in military intelligence. It 
has a great deal to do with civilian af
fairs. In fact, it has more to do with 
civilian subjects than military, because 
military operations are so large, unless 
there is a high degree of duplication. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. As a member of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations for 
some years, I did not realize until re
cently that the Department of State also 
had a Research and Intelligence Divi
sion, regardless of its size. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is a very small 
operation compared with this and in
volves a very small amount of money. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would hope 
that if we looked more into the Central 
Intelligence Agency, we would take a 
look at the intelligence operations of the 
Department of State, because State is 
closer to fore1gn policy than the Director 
of Central Intelligence. 
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. · No;· I do not think 

they have nearly the influence anywhere 
that the CIA has. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, w1ll 
the Senator yield to me for a brief state
ment and to raise a point? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not think I 
have the floor, but yield to the Senator 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. I wish to raise a point, 
but not on the merits of the resolution. 
As the Senator from Mississippi under
stands the position of the Chair-not 
the ruling of the Chair, because the 
Chair did not make a ruling-the Chair 
has submitted to the Senate what is, 
in effect, the question whether the 
Senate should write a new rule. I in
vite attention to rule XXV, which covers 
15 pages of the Senate Manual. Rule 
XXV carefully sets forth the names of 
all the committees and what their juris
diction shall be, and expressly providing 
that bills introduced shall be referred 
to those committees, and that when the 
committees have considered the meas
ures, they shall report them to the 
Senate .. 

Now it is proposed to say that a bill 
or resolution introduced by some com
mittee does not have to go this route; 
that all these 15 pages of the rule are not 
controlling are not guidelines, unless the 
Senate so finds that they are. That is 
why this is such an important ruling. 

Unless we vote to sustain the point of 
order raised by the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RussELL], we shall be setting a prec
edent whereby, I respectfully submit, 
the Committee on Public Works may 
write a btll on agriculture, report it to 
the Senate as such, and thereby abrogate 
a rule which covers 15 pages of the Sen
ate Manual. 

Do we want to set a precedent like 
that, merely to get at this problem? I 
do not think we do. If we are to launch 
out on a plan of such a kind as that, 
how shall we meet situations like this? 
Should not the question itself of how the 
rule shall be applied, be referred to a 
committee that is expert in the particu
lar field for study and consideration, and 
then be reported to the Senate? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. May I finish my 
thought? We are confronted with one 
of the most far-reaching, serious matters, 
as I see it, that could possibly come up 
under the rules. It is clear to me that 
we w111 be violating the spirit of rule 
XXV if we voted for the resolution even 
though it was reported by a committee. 
Ninety-five Senators may introduce a 
bill jointly and pledge to support it; 
but under the rules, it would have to be 
referred to a committee for a study of 
the particular subject matter. 

We shall be creating a precedent in 
haste in our vote, unless we vote to sus
tain the Senator from Georgia. If we 
do not vote to sustain his point of order, 
any committee could come in on a. 
divided vote, and regardless of the sub
ject matter, the Senate could start it far 
on its way toward passage, regardless of 
the nature of the committee or whether 
the proposal was submitted to the com-

mittee which was essentially · charged 
With responsibiUty. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL~ Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTAIL. I tried to make 

the same point with the Vice President. 
Is it not true that if the Senate sustains 
the point of order raised by the Senator 
from Georgia, we should try to write a. 
new rule or should amend the rules so 
that they would cover this subject and 
not leave it open? 

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct. If 
we are going to follow the genera~ pur
pose and intent of the standing rules. 
that is one thing. I say that if we want 
to change the rule, it should be done 
only after study. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 
from Nevada, for a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, wlll 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I will yield for a 
question only. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, if the Senator will yield, if 
we do not sustain the point of order, it 
will raise the question that any legisla
tion could be brought up in committee 
without any hearing and rep(>rted to the 
Senate such as is involved in the resolu
tion now pending. This would present 
a most serious question as to the han
dling of any legislation. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is one of the 
main purposes for which rule XXV was 
written in its delineation. 

Now I yield to the Senator from 
Nevada. I did not realize that he wished 
to make a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I make 
this parliamentary inquiry. If the point 
of order is not sustained, would the 
action of the Senate constitute a prec
edent for the proposition that · any com
mittee of the Senate could report and 
call up for action by the Senate resolu
tions or bills involving substantive mat
ters not within the legislative jurisdic
tion of the reporting committee? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
is essentially correct in that statement 
and question. In other words, a com
mittee could-I doubt whether it would
report a resolution that is not within the 
substantive area of that committee. 

Mr. CANNON. Would such action 
here today constitute a precedent of the 
Senate? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the point 
of order is not sustained, the precedent 
would be established that a committee 
could originate a resolution on its own, 
and send it to the calendar, even though 
the substance of the resolution fell 
within the jurisdiction of another com
mittee. 

Mr. CANNON. I thank the Chair, and 
I thank the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi for yielding. 

Mr. STENNIS. It is a very fine ques
tion that presents the point of the whole 
subject. 

I yield to the Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, this is an interesting point to the 
Senator from ·Louisiana. For some 
years, I have been trying to get a select 
committee to study what was happening 
to the $15 billion we were spending for 
research which was relevant to the ques
tion of patents on Government research, 
but I could not get to the chairman of 
the Co:nmittee on the Judiciary, which 
would have primary jurisdiction, or to 
the appropriate subcommittee, to con
duct hearings to look into it. 

But now I :find that the Parliamen
tarian failed to advise me that all I had 
to do was to get my own Committee on 
Finance to report a resolution from the 
subcommittee. I never knew that that 
could be done, even though we had no 
jurisdiction. But I am frank to say 
that it is interesting to know, if that is 
the case, that every committee would be 
able to report bills on any subject under 
the jurisdiction of their committees. 
The Committee on Finance could report 
bills relating to public works or agri
culture. Any other committee could do 
the same thing. 

Mr.- ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me and permit me to 
make an observation, without his losing 
the floor? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 
Mr. ERVIN. I was intrigued by the 

argument of my good friend, the distin
guished Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT] that it is advisable to pass 
this resolution so that he might be in a 
position to give advice when he is asked 
to advise or consent to something. 

I do not want to disillusion the good 
Senator from Arkansas by saying that 
even if the resolution were passed, he 
might find himself in the same unhappy 
position in which I found myself on one 
occasion when I was practicing law. 

An old woman came into my office. 
She laid a problem before me. I did as 
the Senator from Arkansas wishes to do. 
I got fully advised. I took down my law
books and read the ca~ dealing with the 
subject of her problem. I studied that 
problem; I looked into the statutes. I 
was fully in a position, as the Senator 
from Arkansas desires to be, to give her 
my advice. I gave her my advice. 

She got up and started out of my office. 
I said, "Wait a mL11.ute. You owe me 

five dollars." 
She said, "What for?'• I said, "For my 

advice!' 
She said, "I ain't gwine to take it." 
The Senator from Arkansas may get 

the resolution passed and is in a posi
tion to give advice, but he may have the 
same unhappy misfortune that I once 
had, and not have his advice taken. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from Nevada, for his inquiry, and I thank 
the Vice President for his very frank, 
candid, and correct response which has 
pointed up this question exactly as it 
should be. 

I hope that if we are to establish a rule 
to cover situations such as this, it w111 
be done after study, deliberation, and 
care, rather than as a procedural mat
ter on this pending matter. 
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Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. As a countermatter for 

consideration, counter to that sugge-Sted 
by the Senator from Nevada [Mr. CAN
NON], I suggest that many questions in
volved in legislation have overlapping 
jurisdiction. 

If this point of order is strictly and 
literally interpreted, there would be, if 
sustained, many instances in which res
olutions or bills are reported by com
mittees that infringe upon or deal with 
subject matter that has dual or multiple 
jurisdiction, and will be subject to such a 
point of order. 

We are dealing with a · serious matter 
of procedure, dealing with an issue that 
is before the Senate, reported by a com
mittee, and on the calendar. There are 
many instances in which the Senate acts 
on a question reported by a committee, 
and which deals with a subject matter 
that could be dealt with, and indeed in 
other parts is dealt with properly, under 
the jurisdiction of other committees. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should 
like to make brief remarks in regard to 
what the Senator from . Tennessee has 
said concerning the parliamentary ques
tion raised by the Senator from Nevada. 
But I shall yield first to the Senator 
from Georgia. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi
. dent, I shall respond to the Senator from 
Tennessee by saying that no committee 
has been more diligent in exercising ju
risdiction than the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. I do not blame them for 
that. They should.. _ 

The . other day a resolution was re
ported by the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy dealing with a declaration 
against nuclear warfare. No one was 
opposed to it, but the Senator's Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy insisted 
that it should be referred to the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations because the 
resolution dealt with international rela
tions. 

I can recall a number of other occa
sions when a measure might perhaps 
have been within the jurisdiction of one 
committee or two committees, and it was 
referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations after they had been reported. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. A few days 

ago, the Senator from Tennessee did a 
magnificent job of upholding the juris
diction of the Committee on Finance, 
when a bill was passed which would have 
had a revenue impact. After the bill 
had been reported by the Judiciary Com
mittee, the b111 was referred to the Fi
nance Committee and the bill stayed 
there for a year before we finally re
ported it back. The Judiciary Commit
tee did not like our version and they 
took it back to their bosom. They re
ported it again their way. But there 
was no objection to the appropriate 
committee which had a prior claim to it 
looking at the b111 and having the b111 
in committee. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia and 
the distinguished Senator from Louisi
ana yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 
Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. I do not think that what 

the distinguished Senator from Georgia 
and the distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana have said in any way invali
dates the point I made; they buttress it. 
Indeed, they point out instances of over
lapping jurisdiction. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish 
to make a very brief statement in re
gard to a matter which I think at least 
ought to be made a matter of record. 
in relation to what the Senator from 
Mississippi said in regard to the inquiry 
made by the Senator from Nevada, as 
to whether some committee, such as the 
Public Works Committee, could not 
bring to the Senate a resolution dealing 
with agriculture. · 

There is a question of fact here that I 
think we are overlooking in the debate, 
and that is the claim of the Foreign Re
lations Committee that the CIA involves 
itself in foreign policy as well as in 
armed services matters and other mat
ters involving the field of intelligence. 
It is the position of most of us on the 

· ForE:ign Relations Committee that that 
is true, that the CIA does involve itself 
in foreign policy. 

Mr. President, it was not the desire of 
the chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, or Mr. McCarthy or anyone 
else on the Foreign Relations Committee, 
that this matter initially be handled by 
this procedure. Quite to the contrary, 
the chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee sought to work out an un-

. derstanding with the Arme<l Services 
Committee and the Appropriations Com
mittee for an agreement whereby three 
members of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee would be added to the subcommit
tee that is civen jurisdicti<-n over 
conferring with the CIA. 

I do not know of anyone on the For
eign Relations Committee who has ever 
taken the position that the full Foreign 
Relations Committee should have that 
information. I do not know of anyone 
on the Foreign Relations Committee who 
did not recognize that whoever was se
lected from the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, the three people selected would 
be present just '8S the Senator from 
Georgia and · every other member of the 
present seven-man subcommittee is 
present, but to protect secrecy, as the 
Senator from Georgia and the Senator 
from Massachusetts have stated, they 
have made a policy of saying what could 
be said in their conferences with other 
Senators, within the limits of their own 
responsibilities not to disclose this se
crecy to the Senators. 

I do not know how we can object to 
that. But every attempt was made, Mr. 
President, to try to work out an agree
ment whereby three members of the For
eign Relations Committee could be added 
to this subcommittee, because of the be
lief of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee-and I happen to think it is an 
undeniable fact-that the CIA involves 
itself in questions of foreign policy. And, 

speaking respectfully, the door in effect 
was closed to us. The only procedure 
made available was that the issue be sub
mitted to the Armed Services Committee. 

We took judicial notice that we knew 
what the decision of the Armed Services 
Committee would be, that they were not 
going to be for it. And after all, we feel 
that the Foreign Relations Committee 
has a jurisdictional interest, and that 
the Senate, through the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, has an interest in the 
Foreign Relations Committee having 
made available to it the information 
on foreign policy that it needs to serve 
the Senate as an agent of the Senate. 

Mr. President, if we sustain the point 
of order of the Senator from Georgia, 
we are saying to the Foreign Relations 
Committee that this issue will have to 
be submitted to a committee that really 
would be set up as prosecutor and jury 
and judge, because at least in the first 
decision, which would be at the lower 
court level, to continue my analogy, the 
Supreme Court would be the court of 
final appeal. The Senate should be our 
court of final appeal after the appro
priate committee finishes with its report. 

I do not have to tell my fellow Senators 
that it is pretty difficult to overrule on 
the floor of the Senate the judgment of 
the Armed Services Committee O'f the 
Appropriations Committee. I happen to 
think they are the two most powerful 
committees in the Senate as far as hav
ing all the presumptions with them, as 
far as being sustained by the Senate . 

Therefore I wish to say-and I com
mend my chairman-that Senator FuL
BRIGHT and Senator McCARTHY, I think, 
w.ere offered no other procedural course 
if they were going to carry out their re
sponsibilities in their positions on the 
Foreign Relations Committee, than to . 
follow the course of action that we have 
followed. 

It falls within the prerogative of the 
Senate, in a situation such as this, where 
we have a conflict over jurisdiction, to 
really function, in effect, as a Committee 
of the Whole, which the Senate is doing 
now. 

To argue again by analogy, if the Sen
ate can discharge a committee, if it can 
take an item away from a committee and 
bring it to the floor of the Senate it can 
act now. In fact, Mr. President, there 
have been times in the experience of 
those of us who have served any period 
of time in the Senate at which we have 
taken matters directly up on the floor 
of the Senate, without their ever going 
to a committee. 

So the Foreign Relations Committee 
really was put in a position, Mr. Presi
dent, where this was the only feasible 
procedure available to it, to try to get 
the Senate, acting "as a committee of 
the whole" to pass judgment as to 
whether or not the committee ought to 
have some voice, by way of three repre
sentatives, by way of information about 
the operations of the CIA in the field of 
foreign policy. 

I think it is regrettable that we were 
not able to work that out. I criticize no 
one for the fact that we did not work it 
out, because each person involved was 
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sincere and perfectly honest, to him
self, in the judgment that he followed. 

But it is not a good situation, Mr. 
President; because after all, the Foreign 
Relations Committee and the Armed 
Services Committee ought to act as two 
1fingers in the same mitten-not in the 
•same glove, but in the same mitten. We 
1should be working hand to hand. Mr. 
~President, there shou1d never have been 
•raised, in my judgment, this question of 
:whether or not we are going to deny to 
three members of the Foreign Relations 
Committee an opportunity to be better 
able to serve the Senate as agents of the 
Senate in the field of foreign policy, by 
giving them the same access to informa
tion that three members of the Armed 
Services and three members of the Ap
propriations Committee have. I think 
that is the question of fact that is in
volved. And, of course, you can color it 
or discolor it all you want to; the parlia
mentary inquiries about a hypothetical 
case as to what would happen if some 
committee did something, that is not 
the issue before us. What is before us, 
when all is said and done, is whether it 
is in the best interest of the Senate, 
whether it is in the best interest of the 
country, to have three members of the 
Foreign Relations Committee joined 
with three members of the Armed Serv
ices Committee and three members of 
the Appropriations Committee in having 
access to the information of the CIA 
and to be represented by three members 
as each of the other two committees 
are? 

If you want to put your Foreign Rela
tions Committee in the position where it 
cannot give the Senate all the service 
that it shou1d be able to give, as its agent 
in the field of foreign policy, then sustain 
the point of order of the Senator from 
Georgia. I say to the Senator from 
Kentucky, because of a remark that he 
made in regard to the issue involved
it is the jurisdiction of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee to keep the Senate ad
vised on foreign policy. If you slam this 
door in the face of the Foreign Relations · 
Committee, you are denying it entrance 
into one aspect of American foreign 
policy that it should be allowed to enter, 
just as much as the Armed Services 
Committee is entering into that aspect 
of foreign policy as well as military 
policy, and that three members of the 
Appropriations Committee have access 
to. 

gence and Research of the Department of 
State, and other agencies of the government 
in so far as the activities of such agencies 
relate to foreign intelllgence or counter
intelligence. 

Mr. President, the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation has an extensive intelli
gence and counterintelligence operation. 
Am I correct in stating that if this 
standing committee was formed in ac
cordance with section 2 of the resolu
tion, the counterintelligence and intelli
gence activities of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation would be taken away 
frum the Senate Judiciary Committee 
and put under this joint committee? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That could 
be the Senator's interpretation. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. May I say re
spectfully that I did not ask for my in
terpretation. I asked the Chair's in
terpretation, based on what the resolu
tion says. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is not the 
prerogative of the Chair to give an in
terpretation of legislation or of a 
resolution. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
may I ask that the Parliamentarian give 
a decision? 

Let me state it again. "This agency 
would control . other agencies of the 
Government insofar as the activities of 
such agencies relate to foreign intelli
gence or cou.."lterintelligence." 

I would like a ruling from the Par
liamentarian as to whether that means 
the extensive operations in this field of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
would thereupon leave the Judiciary 
Committee and go to this new joint 
committee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ruling 
the Senator seeks is not within the 
prerogatives of the Chair or the Par
liamentarian. 

<Several Senators addr.essed the 
Chair.) 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor from Missouri has the fioor. Does 
the Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, if 
I may make one more statement-

Originally, this resolution had the 
words in it ''the Federal Bureau of In
vestigation." Later those words were 
taken out. But it seems to me we should 
have a determination on this. 

I haJVe been told by people in the De
partment of Justice that taking these 
words out would not take the preroga
tives of this new committee out over the 

So I close, Mr. President, by saying the intelligence activities of the Federal Bu
real issue here today is whether or not 
the Senate wishes to support its Foreign reau of Investigation. 
Relations Committee in giving it equal The VICE PRESIDENT. The. Chair 
treatment, along with the Armed Serv- must say to the Sena~or from Missouri 
ices and Appropriations Committees, in , that whatever. tl?-e Chair s personal views 
accessibility to information now denied may be, ~h~t It IS not the prerogative of 
it, in connection with the CIA. ~he Pres1dmg O:ffi.cer of th~ Senate to 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, a mterpret a resolutiOn or a bill presented 
parliamentary inquiry. by a committee or a Member of the 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator Senate. 
will state it. Mr. SYMINGT_ON. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. section 2 of this A Member of this body who knows the 
proposed new standing committee reads: ru1es as well as anybody said it wou1d 

be appropriate for me to make this par-It shall be the duty of the Committee on 
Intelligence Operations to keep itself fully 
and currently informed of the activities of 
the Central Intelllgence Agency, the Defense 
Intelligence Agency, the Bureau of Intelll-

liamentary inquiry. He felt it was in 
order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
may make the inquiry, but may I sug-

gest that the Senator refer to the proc
essor of the resolution; the Chair has 
no power to interpret legislation. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, if the point of order made by the 
Senator from Georgia is sustained, the 
effect of it will be to refer a resolution 
which is clearly within the jurisdiction 
of the Armed Services Committee to the 
Armed Services Committee. That is 
what the · effect of it will be, and I ask 
the Chair, is that not correct? 
. The VICE PRESIDENT. If the point 

of order is sustained, the effect of the 
action of the Senate will be to refer this 
resolution to the Armed Services Com
mittee. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Exactly. 
Now, Mr. President, this relates to the 
colloquy that I had with the Senator 
from Tennessee. A committee that did 
not have jurisdiction of a · resolution re
ported the resolution; the committee that 
does have jurisdiction of it makes the 
point of order that this is in their juris
diction, and they want it referred to 
them. 

I have never seen it happen in this 
entire Congress that a committee which 
had jurisdiction of a bill was denied the 
bill. 

Many times, the Finance Committee 
has requested reference to our commit~ 
tee of some measure that had only an 
incidental revenue impact. 

Recently the Committee on the Judi
ciary thought that a bankruptcy matter 
was their jurisdiction. The Finance 
Committee did not agree with that en
tirely because it had a revenue impact. 
We took one position; they took another. 
So we voted on it here in the Senate. 
But both committees were afforded an 
opportunity to act on it. And the com
mittee, as it turned out, that had the 
greatest jurisdictional interest, prevailed 
on that occasion. 

It would seem appropriate that if the 
Committee on Finance wishes to report 
out a bill that has only incidental reve
nue involvement, but that· regulates 
interstate and foreign commerce, the 
bill shou1d be referred to the Commerce 
Committee, if there is anybody on the 
Commerce Committee that wou1d like to 
have a look at that bill. 

I have in my office a letter from the 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, with the request that when 
the Finance Committee was through 
looking at a matter that involves tax
ation and also involves foreign opera
tions, we should make it available to 
them. 

I have told the chairman that I do not 
know that we will report the bill at all, 
but in the event we did, I would be glad 
to discuss the matter, and we wot:ld work 
it out. 

That is how these matters usually hap
pen. I have never known of an occasion 
where the committee that had jurisdic
tion was denied the right to even see a 
bill, except on one occasion with regard 
to a civil rights matter, where the Senate 
thought it just had to keep it on the 
calendar, because the Judiciary Com
mittee was certain not to report it. But 
when a bill is clearly within the juris
diction of the Armed Services Commit-
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tee, and is reported here, and a point of 
order iS made by the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee, the matter 
should be put in the Armed Services 
Committee, which has jurisdiction over 
it, and see what they will do with it. 

If the committee does not wish to re
port the measure, we can come in with 
a discharge petition, if we cannot get it 
out of the committee, or wait until some 
other measure comes along, and offer it 
on that. There are all kinds of ways 
to bring a matter to a vote. But I would 
certainly hope that the Senate will not 
repeal rule XXV. That is what it 
means. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the able 
Senator has pointed out some more in
stances of overlapping jurisdiction. I 
could suggest to him that a 1:1atter af
fecting the investment tax credit for 
U.S. taxpayers investing abroad is now 
before the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is 
where it belongs. It came in here as a 
treaty, and it belongs in that com
mittee. 

Mr. GORE. Well, Mr. President, that 
raises an interesting point. Its purpose 
and its principal effect is on the internal 
revenue of the United States, which is 
a subject matter within the jurisdiction 
of the Senate Finance Committee. I 
know of nothing in the Constitution that 
requires that treaties go before the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I ask the 
Senator to look at rule XXV, and he w111 
see it right there. 

Mr. GORE. But that is a rule of the 
Senate, not in the Constitution. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is what 
I said. 

Mr. GORE. Well, I could cite . some 
other things. Is Food for Peace a for
eign policy IIJeasure, or a domestic 
agricultural measure? I could name 
dozens of instances of subject matter--

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I believe I have the floor. 

Mr. GORE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I simply 

wish to protect my rights. Yes, I yield 
to the Senator. 

Mr. GORE. I certainly do not wish 
to trespass on the Senator's rights. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I do not 
want to lose the floor. 

Mr. GORE. I am pleading with the 
Senate not to adopt, precedentially, a 
hard-and-fast rule· which would plague 
us. The Senator has cited instances of 
comity between committees. 

That is the only way that the Senate 
of the United States and its committee 
structure can operate. I would that it 
had prevailed in this instance. 

The CIA gathers information, inter
prets information, reaching conclusions 
upon which decisions of our Government 
are based. If that is not a vital part in 
the decisionmaking process of foreign 
policy, I would not know how to describe 
it. 

The Foreign Relations Committee 
sought, in conformity with the practice 
of comity, to reach some understanding, 
some modus operandi, of its senior 
members having access to this vital in-

formation. That was denied the com
mittee. So the committee has come in
to tlie Senate, its parent, asking for the 
right to have access to information on 
which to base its conclusions, which it 
can use in rendering its responsibilities 
to the Senate. 

Many of these questions are of over
lapping jurisdiction. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I hope the Senator will be brief. 

Mr. GORE. I will. I have sought 
the opportunity to make some brief re
marks all afternoon. If the Senator 
will bear with me momentarily, I will 
close. 

[Omission. J 
But was that within the jurisdiction 

of the Armed Services Committee or the 
Foreign Relations Committee. I say to 
the Senate, it was a dual jurisdiction. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent--

Mr. GORE. Just one second. I do 
not know which committee should have 
priority. I do not think we need to as
sign priority. If we abide by the rule of 
comity, then we will make both commit
tees, along with the Appropriations Com
mittee, fingers in the mitten in this 
operation. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The point I 
make is tliat the Foreign Relations Com
mittee has had this resolution. They 
reported it. They did not have jurisdic
tion of it, but they had it. They re
ported it. That is why it is here. If we 
are going to deny the committee that had 
primary jurisdiction of this resolution 
an opportunity to have that resolution in 
committee and do what the committee 
wants to do with that resolution, it will 
be the only time that this Congress has 
denied. a committee having jurisdiction 
that right to look at the resolution. 

If this point of order is sustained, that 
will not be the end of the matter. The 
Senator from Georgia has some ideas 
about how the matter might be worked 
out amicably between those involved. 
But we are going to have to decide 
whether to respect the jurisdiction and 
faithfUl record of the Senator from 
Georgia, who, in my opinion, has done 
a magnificent job in my 17 years here
he has never leaked a national secret, 
as well as that of the Armed Services 
Committee. . 

I call attention to a story in the New 
York Times of June 20, 1952. The Sen,. 
ator who leaked the information is not 
here any longer. The Senator was sin
cere, but, inadvertently he leaked some 
of our vital secrets. 

[Omission. l 
Then here is a story that appeared in 

Drew Pearson's column about something 
that happened at the White House the 
other day. The story is substantially 
correct. It occurred between two Sena
tors. I was one of them. I don't think 
I am the leak. That was a completely 
secret meeting. It was fully agreed that 
this matter should be the kind of thing 
that should all be secret. What leaked, 
actually, was not a security secret. At 
the same time, it was agreed that every
thing that was said would be secret. 

Then here is a story of a fellow Sena
tor who came to me and in a personal 

conversation asked me why I could not 
help him. I told him why I could not. 

I said, "This iS confidential. It would 
be embarrassing to a fellow Senator, 
but here iS the situation." 

We read it fn Drew Pearson's column. 
The other fellow said that he didn't 
leak it. I know that I didn't leak it. 
Somebody dld. But there it is, Mr. Pres
ident. Senators _are not always good 
security risks. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. So if we are 
going to talk about how we can pro
tect national secrets and help the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations to do the 
job it wants to do, I certainly think 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL] and his fine committee, who 
have never leaked a secret in 17 years, 
should be in a position to study this 
matter, before we act on it. 

[Omission.] 
It seems to me that anybody who is 

involved on a committee of this sort 
should be picked by those who are best 
at keeping secrets after they have had 
several years to observe hlm as one of 
those who keeps secrets best. 

Certainly the Armed Services Com
mittee has jurisdiction. They ought to 
be permitted to have the measure. If 
we do not sustain the point of order, 
this will be the first time we have per
mitted one committee to usurp the 
jurisdiction of another committee, and 
when the point was made, the request 
was made here on the floor to deny the 
committee with primary jurisdiction the 
right to look at that bill. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, earlier 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. CANNON] 
asked the Chair for a ruling on this 
question. In a parliamentary inquiry, 
he said: "If the point of order is not 
sustained, will the action of the Senate 
constitute a precedent for -a proposition 
that any committee of the Senate could 
report and call up for actions bills and 
resolutions on substantive matters not 
within the legislative jurisdiction of the 
reporting · committee?" 

The answer to that question was: 
"Yes." 

I should like to propound a parlia
mentary inquiry that I think ties in with 
what the Senator from Louisiana has 
just been talking about. Look at it the 
other way. Suppose the point of order is 
sustained. Since this is a precedent we 
are establishing here, would the action in 
sustaining the point of order constitute 
a precedent for the proposition that no 
committee of the Senate can report and 
call up for action by the Senate a reso
lution or a bill involving substantive 
matters, partly but not preponderantly 
within the jurisdiction of the reporting 
committee? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. First of all, 
the Chair would say that while a prece
dent is established-or at least the 
beginning of one-a committee would not 
be prohibited from reporting to the Sen
ate a resolution or a bill. A point of 
order, could be raised, if such committee 
did report a resolution or a blll where the 
predominance of the subject matter was 
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not within the jurisdiction of that 
committee. 

The Chair wishes to make it clear that 
there is, of course, a relevancy of the sub
ject matter of this resolution to the For
eign Relations Committee. But the his
tory of the Central Intelligence Agency 
as one of the intelligence groups referred 
to in the resolution is one of having been 
reported from the House Committee on 
Armed Services, from the Senate Com
mittee on Armed Services, under the 
terms of the National Security Act. 

So the Chair earlier responded that 
under cursory examination of the resolu
tion, had it been introduced on the floor 
of the Senate for the purpose of referral, 
on the advice of the Parliamentarian 
the Chair would most likely have re
ferred it to the Committee on Armed 
Services. This is not to say that there 
is not a difference of opinion over where 
that referral should go. But the prece
dents would have indicated Committee 
on Armed Services. 

To answer, now, the Senator's in-
quiry--

Mr. MTI...LER. May I repeat it? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes. 
Mr. MILLER. If the point of order 

is sustained, would the action constitute 
a precedent for the proposition that no 
committee of the Senate could report 
or call up for action by the Senate sub
stantive matters partly but not prepon
derantly within the legislative jurisdic
tion of the reporting committee? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor's question leads the Chair to make 
this observation: The sustaining of the 
point of order would be a precedent, but 
it would not necessarily be a prohibition 
upon a committee in this case. If a 
point of order were made, the precedent 
that has been established could be used 
in the future to sustain the point of or
der, and this concerns measures predom·· 
inantly within the jurisdiction of an
other committee. Likewise, a decision of 
the Chair is always subject to an appeal. 

Mr. MILLER. That ruling is precise
ly what I want, Mr. President, because 
the Chair had previously given the Sen
ator from Nevada a ruling on a prece
dent, that if the point of order were not 
sustained, the action of the Senate 
would constitute a precedent for the 
proposition that any committee of the 
Senate could report out and call up for 
action by the Senate resolutions or bills 
involving substantive matters not with
in the jurisdiction of the reporting com
mittee. 

That is clear to me, but I think the 
request I have made of the Chair is more 
responsive, at least, to what I intend to 
do when I vote on this proposition. I 
understand the Chair to make clear that 
this does not prohibit it, but that if the 
point of order is sustained, there would 
be a precedent for the position that no 
committee of the Senate can report .out 
and call up for action by the Senate 
resolutions or bills involving substantive 
matters only partly but not predom
inantly within the jurisdiction of the 
reporting committee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The word is 
''predominance" of the subject matter, 
not just "involving." 

Mr.MILLER. Thatiscorrect. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 

wishes to make it crystal clear that a 
precedent is not a rule; a precedent es
tablishes a guideline for the Senate and 
for the Presiding Officer when he makes 
rulings upon a point of order. 

Mr. MILLER. I so understand the 
Chair. But I also wish to make clear 
that I understand the Chair to say this 
would be a precedent. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

! should like to speak very briefly on the 
question that is before us. 

The issue, as I understand it, on which 
the Senate must vote, is whether this 
resolution offered by the Foreign Rela
tions Committee should be referred to 
the Armed Services Committee, or 
whether, if the point of order is not sus
tained-or if the appeal is not sus
stained-then it will go on the calendar 
tomorrow. 

In other words, it is a very simple issue, 
as to whether the resolution should go 
to the Armed Services Committee or on 
the calendar tomorrow. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. On the question 
of procedure, I should like to speak 
briefly. Ordinarily, if this was intro
duced by an individual Member of the 
Senate, it would go to the Armed Services 
Committee. The Foreign Relations 
Committee has brought out this resolu
tion, and is asking the Senate to consider 
it without having it referred to what we 
believe is the proper committee, the 
Armed Services Committee. 

The fact that I wish to bring' out is 
that the Appropriations Subcommittee 
and the Armed Services Subcommittee 
sit together on the subject of the CIA 
in order to simplify the hearings, get the 
information that they need, not only for 
the jurisdiction and the work of the CIA, 
and to find out what it is doing, but also 
for the amount of money that it needs. 

On the merits of the situation-
Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. HAYDEN. The interest of the 

committee stems from its established 
j_urisdiction under Rule XXV of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate. In order 
to fulfill our responsibility to the Senate 
we must consider the amounts requested 
for · the Central Intelligence Agency the 
existing procedure has proven to be a 
good one. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. That is correct. 
That is why the Appropriations Commit
tee has joined with the Armed Services 
Committee for these hearings, and to 
save· time and to carry out our objectives 
of following the work of the CIA to the 
best of our ability. 

Mr. HAYDEN. · Yes. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. As the Senator 

knows, I had an exchange of correspond
ence and conversations with Senator 

RussELL of Georgia on this matter, and 
this goes back to March. 

I started to put this in the RECORD 
when the Senator from Oregon, a mo
ment ago, was talking about this matter. 
For the information of the Senate, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert in the REc
ORD a letter to Senator RUSSELL, of Geor
gia, and his reply, relating to the subject. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Hon. RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

MARCH 16, 1966. 

DEAR DicK: As you probably know, there 
have recently been a number of new pro
posals in the Senate to create a · special 
watchdog committee on the CIA, to study 
the effects of CIA's activities on foreign rela
tions, or otherwise to involve the Congress 
to a greater degree in legislative oversight of 
intelligence activities. 

Several members of the Committee on For
eign Relations have become particularly in
terested in relationships between the CIA and 
the Department of State and in procedures 
for coordinating the work of the CIA with 
foreign policy. In this connection, it has 
been suggested that a select committee of the 
Senate be created, with membership drawn 
from the Committees on Appropriations, 
Armed Services, and Foreign Relations, to 
provide legislative oversight of the whole in
telligence community. A draft of a resolu
tion to accomplish this is being privately cir
culated. I do not know whether it will be 
introduced. 

It occurs to me, however, that selected 
members of the Appropriations and Armed 
Services Committees now meet together from 
time to time for substantially this same pur
pose. I wonder what you would think of 
informally adding members of the Foreign 
Relations Committee to that group. This 
would, I think, do a good deal to allay the 
concern which several Senators feel, without 
the disadvantage of attracting as much no
tice as a formal resolution of the Senate. In 
addition, I should, in candor, express my own 
view that the Foreign Relations Committee 
-has a valid interest in intelllgence activi· 
ties-just as has the Department of State in 
the Executive Branch. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. W. FULBRIGHT, 

Chairman. 
Handwritten note by JWF: I would like to 

discuss this with you within the next few 
days at your convenience. I have in mind 
three members. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

April30, 1966. 
Hon. J. W. FuLBRIGHT, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR BILL: As you know from the several 
conversations we have had on the subject 
matter of your letter suggesting a new com
mittee or a revision of the present Commit
tee for Oversight of the CIA, I have delayed 
answering. your letter until I had an op
portunity to talk to all of the Senators on 
the present oversight subcommittees of the 
Committee on Appropriations and the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

After discussing it individually with several 
members of the committee, I called a meet
ing, and the matter was thoroughly covered 
at length and in detail. The unanimous con
clusion was that it would be unwise to 
increase the size o.r the groups that meet 
jointly for convenience. Without any refiec
tion whatever on the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, for which we all have the greatest 
respect, the responsib111ty for legislative over
sight under the Legislative Reorganization 
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Act of 1946 is clearly that of the Senate 
Committee on Armed Services, which origi
nated the legislation creating the CIA as well 
as the National Security Council, and all 
legislation coordinating the work of each unit 
of the intelligence community. 

As you know, the Subcommittees are com
posed of the ranking members in seniority 
on the Senate Committees on Armed Services 
and Appropriations. Inasmuch as there was 
considerable duplication (for illustration, 
Senators Saltonsta.ll, Smith, Stennis and I 
all are on both Committees), purely for the 
purposes of convenience the two Subcom
mittees have met jointly and Senator Hayden 
requested me to act as Chairman. 

We are, of course, not able to pass judg
ment on the effectiveness of our oversight, 
but I think I can state with assurance that 
throughout the course of a. year no agency 
of the Government spends as much time be
fore its oversight and appropriations com
mittees as does the CIA. The work of the 
CIA is, of course, related to international and 
foreign relations, but no more so than the 
work of the Armed Services Committee. The 
size and nature of our military establish
ment, of course, is largely determined by the 
status of our international relations. In
deed, there is a great deal of connection on 
down the line between the various commit
tees and the subject of their oversight, but 
under the rules and practices of the Senate, 
the Senate Committee on Armed Services 
undoubtedly has jurisdiction in this case on 
matters other than budgetary. 

With assurances of personal esteem and 
best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD B. RUSSELL. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The question, 
though, that I was leading up to-I make 
the point that this does not come as 
any surprise to the members of the 
Armed Services Committee; this has 
been under discussion since March
what does the Senate think about this 
being sent to the Armed Services Com
mittee, with instructions to report back 
in 2 weeks? 

I have no objection to their looking at 
it. They know all about it. We have 
discussed it ad infinitum. It seems to 
me the subject should be considered on 
the merits; if the Senate does not wish 
to have the Foreign Relations Committee 
look at the matter, then it ought to vote 
not to. If it thinks we have a legitimate 
interest, we ought to vote for it. If this 
question of procedure is important, that 
the Armed Services Committee look at 
it, I have no objection at all to an agree
ment that it go over to the committee for 
2 weeks, is no problem at all. 

The same thing is true about these de
tails as to how you appoint a chairman. 
We were trying to make it in accord with 
what we believed to be the wishes of the 
Senator from Georgia. If he wishes to 
change those provisions, we will be more 
than willing to consider his amendments, 
also. It was in an effort to try to make 

· this resolution as consistent with present 
practices as possible, in the same way 
that I informally asked the chairman of 
the subcommittee if he would be willing 
for us informally to be members of that 
subcommittee. That was the simple 
way. I originally tried to solve this 
matter. 

But it did not work out. The idea that 
the Armed Services Committee ought to 
look at it does not offend me in the least. 
I am very· agreeable that they look for 
it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have a very 
short statement that I wish to make. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What does the 
Senator think about that proposal? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I am just one 
member of the committee. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is the 
ranking minority member of the com
mittee. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would be happy 
to talk it over with the chairman of the 
committee. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, w111 the 
Senator yield momentarily here? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Yes, without 
losing my right to the floor. 

Mr. GORE. The distinguished junioi 
Senator from Louisiana, a few moment~ 
ago, 'referred to the bills on bankruptcy, 
which involved dual and overlapping 
jurisdiction. The matter was referred 
to the Judiciary Committee. That com
mittee made its recommendation, and 
it was then referred to the Finance Com
mittee, with the understanding-! think 
with the instructions-that the commit
tee report the bill back with its recom
mendations within, I believe, 2 or 3 
weeks, or some such time. 

That is a procedure that is frequently 
resorted to with overlapping jurisdic
tions. I think it is quite generous that 
the chairman of the committee has made 
this suggestion, and I hope the Senate 
will accept it, including the Armed Serv-
ices Committee. · 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator from Tennessee. 

Now, Mr. President, I shall briefly dis
cuss the merits and the work of our com
mittee on the CIA. I believe everyone 
here understands the issue today, which, 
I repeat, is a very simple one, as to 
whether this matter should go to the 
Armed Services Committee or whether it 
should go on the calendar tomorrow. 
That is the only issue before us. 

On the merits of the work of the CIA 
Subcommittee of the Armed Services and 
the Appropriations Committee, let me say 
first that the chairman of our Armed 
Services Committee, who has assumed 
the chairmanship of the joint hearings 
at the request of the Senator from Ari
zona, has called meetings constantly, and 
especially when there is any subject that 
we believed was of importance that we 
should discuss at the time. He has been 
a hard working, able chairman, who has 
been a Member of the Senate for a great 
many years, and who has taken a tre
mendous interest in this subject of the 
CIA and the armed services generally; 
and I think he has a greater memory and 
understanding of -the precedents of the 
Senate than any other Senator that I 
know. 

As a member of that committee, I have 
never been refused an answer to any 
question that I have asked. I have al
ways received all the answers to all the 
questions, from whomever may be the Di
rector of the CIA. I believe that we get 
the information that we think is helpful, 
and that we should know, in connection 
with legislation. 

One point that I do not think has been 
made especially complete or clear this 
afternoon is that the CIA is essentially 
under the National Security Council. 

The National Security Council is headed 
by the President of the United States, 
the Commander in Chief, and has as 
members the Secretary of State, the Sec
retary of Defense, the CIA Director, and 
a number of other important Cabinet 
officials. 

The CIA is essentially different from 
an ordinary department like the Depart
ment of State or the Department of De
fense, where Congress has a very impor
tant relationship, because of the person
nel involved, because of the duties in
volved, and because of the legislative 
questions involved. 

The CIA is under the jurisdiction of 
the National Security Council, and I 
would like to make it essentially, as it is 
in my mind essentially, a part of the ex
ecutive establishment, the White House 
establishment. 

The President calls upon the CIA for 
information, factfinding information 
that he needs, just as he asks his secre
tary, or just as he asks men like Mr. 
Rostow and other people in his office for 
facts on situations in which he, and he 
alone, at the end, has to make a decision. 

In that way, the CIA is different from 
the ordinary departments. As such, it 
comes under a different category, if you 
will, in our legislative work here. Essen
tially it is a factfinding body. With all 
the questions that arise about the mak
ing of foreign policy, it only makes for
eign policy when it finds facts for the 
Chief Executive, on which to act; and 
if it carries out any policy in any part 
of the world, as brought out this after
noon, it is doing so essentially under the 
orders of or with the approval of the 
President of the United States and the 
National Security Council. 

So I say that I believe the CIA, so far 
as the legislative processes are con
cerned, is adequately handled in the 
manner that it has been handled. Per
haps I am prejudiced, because I have 
been on that committee now for a good 
many years; but essentially we could 
work problems out. And as I said be
fore to the Senator from New York, I 
have never refused to tell any Member of 
the Senate an answer to a question re
garding the CIA and its activities, to the 
best of my knowledge and to the best of 
my ability. 

Naturally there are one or two aspects 
of the subject that perhaps we could not 
answer in detail. But the fundamental 
policies involved we could. 

I wish to make one more statement. 
Assume we establish this committee that 
is requested by the distinguished chair
man of the Foreign Relations Committee 
as a formal committee. What is its juris
diction? I am a member of the Small 
Business Committee. We cannot pass 
legislation to the Senate. We have to 
send any legislation that we want to the 
Banking and Currency Committee or the 
Committee on Commerce. 

If this committee is established as a 
formal committee, what will be its juris
diction? Will it pass on appropriations, 
and say to the Appropriations Commit
tee, "This is it; you appropriate this sum 
of money"? 

If it is going to act on defense matters, 
1s it going to say to the Armed Services 
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Committee, "This is it"? Or is it going to 
leave the matter to the Armed Services 
Committee for final action? 

It seems to me that if we adopt 'this 
committee as a formal committee, we 
shall create a new situation, in which it 
will be very difficult to resolve the juris
dictions of the committee. 

So, Mr. President, while there are 
other matters that we can discuss, I be
lieve this situation is well known to the 
Members of the Senate today. I have a 
number of references here where : would 
argue very strenuously with the dis
tinguished Senator from Arkansas on 
his prepared statement, but I will not 
take the time of the Senate to do it now. 

I hope that the point of order made by 
the Senator from Georgia will be an
swered affirmatively by a majority of the 
Senate this afternoon. I believe it is 
in the interest of orderly :r.rocedure, 
and I believe it is in the best interests of 
administering the CIA. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
would like to touch on two points. A 
great deal has been made about the 
danger of having more people informed 
about the Central Intelligence Agency. 

Under the resolution, there would be 
nine Members of the Senate on the com
mittee, more or less privy to the h.gency's 
reports. 

Under existing practice, there is really 
no limit on the number of members that 
may be included, except the total num
ber of the members who may be put on 
the committee of the Armed Services 
and of the Appropriations Committees. 
There is some overlapping between the 
two committees. The chairman of the 
Armed Service Committee could put his 
whole committee on the subcommittee . . 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi
dent, we have not made any changes re
cently. When Senator Byrd retired from 
the committee, we put another man on. 
There are five on the Armed Services 
Subcommittee; the Senator from Maine 
has not been mentioned earlier. She is 
a very distinguished member of the com
mittee. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I know she is. All 
I said, the Senator could put his whole 
committee on that subcommittee, there 
is nothing to prevent him from doing it. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. No, but I 
have no intention of doing it. 

Mr. McCARTHY. And the chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee could 
put every member of that committee on 
the subcommittee. 

So in effect the resolution we offer sets 
a limit on the number of persons who 
might be informed with reference to Cen
tral Intelligence activities. 

In the House, there are 11 members on 
the Committee on Armed Services, who 
are on the CIA subcommittee, headed by 
Chairman RIVERS. Eleven members of 
the House Appropriations Committee 
evidently can be trusted. They may 
have two different kinds of intelligence 
comrirlttees. They have not told me 
about the inside one; they tell me about 
the public one. I do not know whether 
it is 11 or 4. This · is the kind of infor
mation we should have. The record 
question is this, Is the CIA is a policy
making agency? 

I am not going to argue this. The 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. SAL
TONSTALL] has given his opinion. I 
should like to quote a former President 
of the United States, Harry Truman, who 
said in a column in the Washington Post 
of December 22, 1963: 

"For some time I have been disturbed by 
the way the CIA has been diverted from its 
original assignment. It has become an oper
ational and, at times, a policymaking arm of 
the government. This has led to trouble, 
and may have compounded our difficulties 
in several explosive areas." 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator identify who said 
that? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Harry Truman, 
President of the United States, said it 
after" he had served as President. 

To move this along, the Senator from 
Georgia has made a point of order. If 
he is prepared to withdraw the point of 
order temporarily, I am prepared to 
move that the resolution be referred to 
the Armed Services Committee, with the 
understanding that it be reported favor
ably or unfavorably, with amendment or 
without amendment, in 21 days. Would 
the Senator from Georgia be prepared to 
withdraw his point or order? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. No. This 
matter is of such great importance and 
has been discussed at such great length 
that it should be decided. 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is all right 
with me. I have heard the argument 
made that the Armed Services Com
mittee should have a look at the resolu
tion. But if the Senator is prepared to 
withdraw his point of order temporarily, 
I will move that the resolution be re
ferred to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices with the understanding that it be 
reported either adversely or favorably, 
with or without amendment, within 21 
days. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, why 

does not the Senator make his proposal 
without a time limit? After all, if the 
point of order is ·withdrawn, the resolu
tion originated in the committee itself. 
If the Armed Services Committee does 
nothing now, the resolution can be 
brought forth. 

I do not think we ought to drag any
body around. We should not put on a 
time limitation. We are reasonable peo
ple, respectable people, and responsible 
people. We are interested in the security 
of our country. If the proposal is made 
to refer the resolution to the Armed 
Services Committee without any restric
tion or ·equivocation, we can then sit 
back as reasonable people and know 
that justice will be done. 

Mr. McCARTHY. We tried to take it 
up with them. 

Mr. PASTORE. But today the way 
has been cleared. We have never had 
such a discussion with respect to the CIA 
before. -

Mr. McCARTHY. If the Senator from 
Georgia does not withdraw his point of 
order, the situation will be what the Sen
ator from Rhode Island says it will be. 
The facts can be presented. This is one 

occasion where I would suggest a limita
tion of time. But I think what is in
volved here is known to the Senate, and 
whatever changes the Armed Services 
Committee might wish to make in the 
resolution could be made by tomorrow 
night, if they wanted to. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 
Mr. NELSON. I think the Senate 

should have an opportunity to vote on 
the merits. It is an issue important 
enough to have a vote on the merits. I 
agree with the Senator from Rhode Is
land that we should not put a time limit 
on the committee; but would the Senator 
amend his motion to provide that the 
resolution should be reported to the Sert
ate during this session of Congress? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I do not know 
whether that would be any more accept
able. I would be glad to have it back 
within this session. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi
dent, this issue as to the matter of time 
has not been discussed. The question 
has revolved around jurisdiction and 
proper handling by standing committees 
of the Senate. I think that question 
should be settled. I have had no per
sonal objections from my standpoint, as 
an individual, about the Foreign Rela
tions Committee being invited in to sit 
on this committee. 

I so informed the Senator from Arkan
sas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT] when he first dis
cussed the matter with me. But now 
here we have had raised this question and 
have labored it for more than 4 hours 
as to whether a committee ought to have 
the right to report to the Senate, to be 
placed on the calendar, a bill or a resolu
tion that unquestionably invades the jur
isdiction of another committee. I think 
that question ought to be decided. If it 
is decided against the contention I have 
made, the matter might well go to the 
calendar. If it is decided in favor of the 
contention I have made, the resolution 
will be referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services, and I shall give it the 
same consideration in that committee as 
I give other matters. I endeavor to see 
that all matters are considered. We have 
not always acted favorably on all pend
ing measures, but we have tried to con
sider them all. Sometimes business 
reaches us very late in the session. 

But I do not propose at this stage of 
the proceedings to let this suggestion be 
used as a way to hold a gun at the head of 
the Armed Services Committee and to 
say, "You have to report it within this 
period." I do not care what the period 
is. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I do not conceive it 
in terms of holding a gun at the head 
of anybody. 

Mr. GORE. I had a situation recently 
in whicla exactly such a procedure was 
followed. I cited an example with refer
ence to the question of bankruptcy. · 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I wonder 
if I might ask whether the Senator from 
Georgia means by what he has said to 
make this a vote, in effect, on the defeat 
of the resolution. It sounded as though 
that ·were his intention. I think we 
should know it, if it is. 
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Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mean 

what? 
Mr. CASE. Whether the vote for his 

motion means a vote to defeat the res
olution. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I did not 
make any such statement. 

Mr. CASE. The Senator did not state 
it, but is that his intention? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I do not 
know how the Senator drew any such 
inference from anything I said. He must 
have been imagining things. 

I said the question had been raised and 
discussed here at great length as to the 
fundamental jurisdiction of committees 
and that that question ought to be de
cided by the vote on this point of order. 

Mr. CASE. Does not the Senator mean 
by that that if the point of order is sus
tained, the resolution is defeated for this 
session? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I did not 
make that statement. 

Mr. CASE. The Senator did not say it. 
Does he mean it? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I do not 
promise that I will bring this resolution 
out; but I am not going to consider this 
as a deathblow to the resolution. 

Mr. CASE. When the Senator said we 
have been debating this for 4 hours and 
that we ought to decide it, what did he 
mean? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I was talk
ing about the procedural question 
whether the committee had a right to 
report the resolution without any bill 
having been introduced, on its own voli
tion, and to have it considered that in
vades the jurisdiction of another com
mittee without its having been referred to 
the Armed Services -Committee. 

Mr. CASE. If the Senator will per
mit me, with all respect--

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I am not 
going to make a promise that I will re
port this bill in a week or 10 days or any 
other length of time. 

Mr. CASE. The Senator from New 
Jersey is only trying to ascertain the 
meaning of the action the Senate is about 
to be asked to take. The Senator from 
New Jersey cannot escape the inference 
that if he should vote to sustain the 
point of order, he will be voting to kill 
the resolution. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. The Sen
ator already voted to report the resolu
tion three times. 

Mr. CASE. What the Senator from 
Georgia has said confirms the Senator 
from New Jersey in his understanding of 
the matter. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The point has 
been made that we have reported by dates 
certain. Without exception, in this Con
gress, every time we have done that, to 
the best of my knowledge, it has been a 
case where a committee had secondary 
jurisdiction, did not have primary juris
diction, and wanted to look at a bill that 
came from another committee. 

But all these thousands of bills that 
have been introduced did not go to our 
st anding committees with instructions to 
report by a date certain. They were re
ferred to the proper committees-period: 

It is only where a committee has an in
terest in passing a bill th.at it reports a 

bill, and some other committee wants to 
look at the bill, that the committee hav
ing primary jurisdiction would sa,y, 
"Fine. We will let you have the bill. But 
please report back by a certain date"; 
and that has worked out ,amicably. 

What we are talking about here would 
be a reflection on the Armed Services 
Committee, to insist that if we pass a 
resolution over which we have complete 
jurisdiction, that that resolution should 
not be referred to the committee to do 
what they want to do with it. 

That would not be the end of it, so far 
.as I am concerned, and I do not think it 
would be as far as the Senator from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] and the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] are 
concerned. That we understand. If this 
committee does have jurisdiction, it 
ought to be permitted to have the reso
lution ever which it has jurisdiction. 

Mr. McCARTHY. My feeling is that 
the Armed Services Committee has had 
ample opportunity to look at the sub
stance of the resolution. It could have 
asked earlier to study it. It took no ac
tion. A number of bills of this kind have 
been referred to that committee over the 
last 20 years. Consequently, I am pre
pared to have the Senate vote on the 
substance of this matter today. The 
Senate regularly does not insist .on ap
plying the rules of the Senate. If we did, 
we would be immobilized: Any kind of 
amendment could be offered. It seems to 
me all of a sudden the Senator from 
Louisiana becomes a purist over the rules 
of the Senate. It should be remembered 
that we offered the great civil rights bill 
on the Stella school bill. That was the 
most comprehensive _legislation ever in
troduced. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Stella 
school bill, as I recall, had been reported 
by the appropriate committee. It came 
out of the Judiciary Committee. 

If the Senator wants to change the 
rules of the Senate, I certainly think-

Mr. McCARTHY. We are not chang
ing the rules. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I should 
think that if the Senator wanted to 
change the rules, and if he wanted to 
establish a new standing committee, it 
would be necessary to amend the rules 
of the Senate, not the general statutes of 
the United States. 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is not what 
the Vice President said, acting under the 
one constitutional responsibility he has 
as Presiding Officer of the Senate. He 
said there was no rule or precedent. He 
said this would establish a precedent. 
This is properly before the Senate. The 
Senator from Louisiana said it was not 
legally before us. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 
Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I said I 

know of no law that has been violated 
by this, but that it is an unusual proce
dure. I stand on that. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
would the Senator from Minnesota con
sider the possibility of amending his 
motion; or, if it has not yet been pro
posed, if he will propose that the pend
ing matter be referred to the Com-

mittee on Armed Services with no time 
limitation? I make that proposal on 
this basis. I have a great deal of· con
fidence in the integrity of the commit
tees of the Senate. If a bill is referred 
to the appropriate committee, I would 
assume, without question, that that com
mittee would hold hearings and would 
either report the bill favorably or un
favorably. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is the Senator pro

posing that we do this without a vote, 
that this be by agreement, and that we 
bypass a vote? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the Senator 
wishes a vote, that would be fine. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It has been under 
consideration for 3 or 4 months. The 
Senate should vote. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would say a roll-
call vote on the proposal. - -

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That, is the effect 
of the motion now made, would be that. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understand the 
motion now made has a time limitation. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If we vote on the 
point of order, and that point of order is 
sustained, the resolution will go to the 
committee for an unlimited time. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. So it has the same 

effect. I would rather have it that way. 
Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. We could 

proceed that way. 
Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 

nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 

make a very brief statement in the form 
of a plea. 

We have debated this matter for a long 
time this afternoon. I think we recog
nize the differences in the points of view 
that have developed between the For
eign Relations Committee and the Armed 
Services Committee. 

I think the record is clear that the two 
chairmen were not able to reach an un
derstanding as to how this matter 
should be resolved. That left the chair
man of the Foreign Relations Committee 
in a position where he felt that, carrying 
out his duties as chairman of the com
mittee, he should offer this resolution. 
A large number of us agreed with him. 

I know that at this point in the debate, 
when there is a tendency on the part of 
Senators to reach fixed attitudes, there 
may .not be a disposition to agree to what 
I think is a very reasonable solution of 
the problem. 

I think the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL] knows the high regard in 
which I hold him, and that his word will 
always ·be his bond so far as I am con
cerned. 

However, a practical situation has de
veloped which we must face up to. The 
reason why there has been this hesitancy 
on the part of the Foreign Relations 
Committee to this matter is that we felt, 
rightly or wrongly-but we felt that way, 
and I think we still do-that unless we 
can have some gentlemen's understand
ing that the Senate will have an oppor
tunity to vote on the merits of this mat
ter. The merits go to the question of 
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fact as to whether or not, because the 
CIA involves itself to some degree in for
eign policy, members of the Foreign Re
lations Committee should sit in with the 
committee now composed of members of 
the Armed Services Committee and Ap
propriations Committee. 

I think it is perfectly all right to send 
the resolution to the Armed Services 
Committee, but that will not remove cer
tain feelings and attitudes about it. 

Therefore, all I wish to say is that if 
the Senator from Georgia will simply say 
to the Senate that the matter will be 
heard before the Armed Services Com
mittee. without any time limitation be
ing put on it-and I agree that we should 
not put a time limitation on it-and that 
the committee will bring back a report 
before this session closes, for it or against 
it, or without recommendation-we have 
followed all those three procedures by 
committees in the past-! remember the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. MAGNU
soN] brought back a report from the 
Commerce Committee in the last couple 
of years with no recommendation--or if 
the Armed Services Committee comes 
back with a report against the resolu
tion. we would have the benefit of their 
judgment and why they are against it in 
their report. The same would be true if 
they were for it. 

However, I do not think the Senate 
would be dealing fairly with the Foreign 
Relations Committee if we were to refer 
this resolution to the Armed Services 
Committee today with no gentlemen's 
understanding that we will have a chance 
to vote on its merits before we adjourn. 

Perhaps there is ·no justification for 
the feeling, but the feeling exists, because 
attitudes have been expressed in opposi
tion to any members of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee sitting on this commit
tee. 

I think if we are not willing to have an 
understanding that we shall be assured 
of a vote on the merits, what we will be 
doing, in effect, without justification, is 
discriminating against the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, without an opportunity 
to vote on the merits. 

I think that the Foreign Relations 
Committee, on the merits, is entitled to 
have three members on that committee. 
But we are not arguing the merits of 
that issue now. We are arguing only 
the question as to whether we ought to 
have an opportunity to vote on the mer
its before we adjourn. 

All that would be necessary, insof~r as 
I am concerned, would be for the Sen
ator from Georgia to say that the Armed 
Services Committee, in due course of 
time, but before this session closes, will 
vote to send the resolution back, with 
its recommendation or without its rec
ommendation. But I think the Foreign 
Relations Oommittee is entitled to that 
consideration from the Senate. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi
dent, I desire to make a brief statement 
on this, because I do not like to be left 
1n the position of appearing to be an un
reasonable man. I understand the 
wishes of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee in respect to this subject. 

Back in 1953 or 1954, I offered to in
vite the two ranking members of the 

Foreign Relations Committee into the 
'Sessions ,of the subcommittee of the 
Armed Services Committee-that was be
fore the Appropriations Committee 
started meeting with us-and extend to 
them the privilege of examination. The 
offer was not accepted. They wanted to 
have a special joint committee at that 
time. 

Since that time I have invited the dis
tinguished majority leader also. He has 
attended some of the hearings. 

When the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT] came to see me about this 
matter this year and discussed it with 
me, I tried to be reasonable. I said, 
"Well, I will be glad to see what I can do 
about it, Senator FuLBRIGHT, but, of 
course, _if we invite members of your 
committee, you will have to adhere to 
the seniority rule, because we have fol
lowed it strictly in the Armed Services 
Committee and in the Appropriations 
Committee." 

The Senator from Arkansas said that 
under the circumstances he could not 
agree to follow the seniority rule. 

For that reason that proposal fell 
through. 

I have not been unreasonable on this 
matter. I have gone out of my way to 
try to reconcile this matter and to recog
nize the desires of -the Committee on For
eign Relations to have representation on 
this subcommittee. 

I think I have gone the last mile. But 
I am not going to say, with a pistol 
pointed at my head, that I will do this or 
that, when I have already gone farther 
than the facts justify in some respects in 
yielding the legislative jurisdiction of my 
committee. That is the reason why I 
think we should vote on it. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, earlier 
this afternoon I had a very interesting 
conversation with the Senator from Ari
zona [Mr. HAYDENL He, in very brief 
and forceful terms, stated that the initial 
purpose in giving jurisdiction to a com
mittee over the activities of the Central 
Intelligence Agency was to confine it 
within the smallest circle of Members. 
He further stated that it was subse
quently decided that, inasmuch as the 
Appropriations -Committee had to pro
vide the money, it was only reasonable 
that it ought to be included within that 
small circle. 

Today it is proposed by the Foreign 
Relations Committee that the circle of 
six be expanded to nine. That means an 
enlargement of the number of members 
through whom leaks can <>ecur. 

The primary objective has always been 
to avoid leaks. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DouG
LAS] and I have been discussing the mat
ter, and he agreed with what I shall now 
say. He is against, and I am against, the 
expansion of the number of members of 
that committee. He believes the mem
bership should be kept at six, and that 
number of six might include two mem
bers of the Foreign Relations Committee. 
In that way there would be on that sub
committee two members of the Appro
priations Committee, two members of 
the Armed Services Committee, and two 
members of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, with the membership to be ap-

/ 

pointed by the Vice President of the 
United States. 

If that is done, the Vice President, in 
the faithfUl performance of his duties, 
would avoid the pitfalls described by the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG] 
earlier this afternoon. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on sustaining or rejecting the point of 
order. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
want to take a moment or two. I do 
not have much to say. I wish to clarify 
one point made by the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELL] when he asked 
me about adhering strictly to seniority in 
the assignment of Members. 

There is another customary rule in the 
Senate that when a Senator sponsors a 
bill or resolution, or takes a special in
terest in it, we often vary seniority in his 
favor. In this case, the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. McCARTHY] has been ac
tive in this matter and had sponsored the 
resolution out of which this particular 
move has developed. I mean the original 
one has been changed, ·but it developed 
from his initiative. I said to the Senator 
from Georgia that under the circum
stances I was not willing to agree to ex-...... 
elude him. I believe the Senator will 
confirm that. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? · 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Was not 

this before the resolution was prepared? 
I thought the Senator had come to me 
before the resolution was prepared and , 
we were trying to come to some under
standing. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This was shortly 
after the original resolution was sub
mitted. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Does the 
Senator mean the resolution to investi
gate? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct. 
Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Of course, 

that is a horse of an entirely dl:fferent 
color. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That was the be
ginning of this whole interest in this 
session. There have been some 200 reso
lutions in the past dealing with CIA, 
none of which has come to fruition, 
largely because of the great respect and 
influence of the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RussELL] and the Senator from 
Arizona. At any rate, we have not come 
to any result. However, when this reso
lution was introduced, many objections 
were raised to an investigation, public or 
otherwise, of the CIA. I also realized 
that if it did not choose to be investi
gated, we had no effective way to inves
tigate it. We began to explore what the 
alternatives were. 

My objective, although perhaps not of 
the Senator from Minnesota--! do not 
know-but all along I had the idea
and I believe we discussed it informally 
with the Senator from Georgia--that it 
would be appropriate for the Foreign 
Relations Committee to participate. 
This need has become much more acute, 
ln my view, because of the recen.t devel
opments in the last 2 or 3 years. 

During that time the operations of the 
CIA have been much in the news.. Refer-
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ence has been made to a best-selling book, 
published about a year ago, written by 
Ross and Wise, I believe, two journalists 
representing two of the most important 
newspapers in the country, and in a series 
of articles in the New York Times, and 
rumors and accounts of various kinds. 
* * * [Deletion.] We know these sad 
stories which I do no~ have the time to 
relate. But this has been published both 
in books and in articles. It was a succes
sion of this type of thing that led me to 
believe that if we were to understand 
and to have any real important influence 
in this field of foreign relations, we ought 
to know about the activities of the CIA. 
I have already related one, about the Bay 
of Pigs, from my personal experience, and 
that of many others here secondhand. 

That operation was essentially a CIA 
operation. I have heard in the commit
tee, in the old days, about other opera
tions, * * *. [Deletion.] 

The CIA is a much more important and 
much bigger agency today, and has more 
influence in the course of events in our 
foreign relations; and that is why I think 
the Foreign Relations Committee should 
be a participant in the CIA subcom
mittee. 

Much of the debate here seems to be 
under the false impression that we are 
trying to oust the existing committee. 
We are not doing any such thing. It is 
merely participation in their delibera
tions and access to knowledge which we 
hope will be mutually beneficial. 

That is about the sum and substance 
of it. I think it is a very reasonable 
resolution. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia.- Mr. Presi
dent, I shall not again undertake to re
ply to the arguments of the Senator from 
Arkansas, based on rumors, New York 
Times articles, and a book by two jour
nalists. 

I do, however, wish to absolve myself 
of any personal feeling insofar as serv
ice on the subcommittee by the Senator 
from Minnesota is concerned. I told the 
Senator that we had always strictly fol
lowed seniority rules, and it would be 
necessary to continue to do so. One rea
son was that the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. SYMINGTON], WhO has been a mem
ber of the Armed Services Committee for 

- 14 years, started talking to me about 
getting on the CIA committee shortly 
after he came on. 

I said, "I am sorry, Stuart, but we have 
followed seniority rules since the begin
ning, down to the letter." 

The Senator from Missouri talked to 
me several times, before the time of the 
retirement of Senator Harry Byrd, Sr., 
when the Senator was appointed to the 
subcommittee, as a result of his senior
ity. 

For that reason, and because the Ap
propriations and Armed Services Com
Inittees had strictly followed the senior
ity rules, I told the Senator from Arkan
sas that I thought Foreign Relations 
should do the same. He said he could 
not do so. 

Therefore, the suggestion collapsed. I 
have no apologies for that, there is noth~ 
ing personal. I have the highest regard 
for the Senator from Minnesota, but I 
thought that inasmuch as the other two 

subcommittees had followed the seniority 
rule strictly all the way through, that it 
was not asking too much of the Foreign 
Relations Committee, which was entering 
the jurisdiction of the Armed Services · 
Committee, should do the same thing. I 
still do not think it -was an unreasonable 
request. I do not believe I have had an 
unreasonable position in this matter. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield to 
the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. It seems to me that that 
is the very thing that could be acted on or 
covered by the report that would be 
brought back to the Senate. I have the 
feeling that during the hearings, such 
difficulties as that could be ironed out. 

But it does not seem to me that this 
has very much bearing. The real prob
l~m which confronts us now is whether 
we can resolve this problem this after
noon and come out working together, as 
a united Senate team again, when all we 
need is some assurance that those of us 
who hold the point of view that those 
on the Foreign Relations Committee hold 
will get the chance to vote on the merits 
before we go home at the end of this 
session. What is so unreasonable about 
that? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I had not 
challenged the Senator from Oregon. I 
must say that I am delighted to hear 
him say that he hopes the Senate can 
work as a team. 

Mr. MORSE. I am proud of the way 
we work as a team when it comes to a 
matter involving the .work of the Senate 
itself. But I think we have a procedural 
matter here that we ought to resolve as 
teammates, and not as opponents. We 
differ only on substantive matters. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Since the Senator 

from Georgia mentioned my name, all 
this has been difficult for me because of 
my great respect and admiration for the 
chairmen of both these committees, on 
both of which I serve. 

The facts are that after I had served 
on the Armed Services Committee 10 
years, I went to the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee and said, "I 
have been on this committee for 10 
years, and now would hope to be a mem
ber of the Committee on the Central In
telligence Agency." 

The chairman said, "Well, let's talk 
about it." He said, "You can go over and 
get any information you want from the 
Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency. I have arranged that for you 
before. But these are the reasons why 
I do not think this committee should be 
enlarged." I listened to his reasons, and 
then said-and he will verify it-"I think 
you are right. I do not think the com
mittee should be enlarged." 

What runs through my mind as we 
continue this discussion: On yesterday's 
front page, there was an article about a 
retired Army colonel who is apparently 
in trouble, being accused of espionage. 
There were also two stories of Czechs 
who have been asked to leave the coun
try because, with a double agent, they 

thought they were monitoring the ·office 
of the Under Secretary of State. 

Whether or not we like it, gentlemen, 
this is the world in which we live today; 
and we have no light, in my opinion, to 
send our sons and neighbors out to wage 
battle for this country in open war, and 
not do our best to protect them in the war 
in which we are relative neophytes, and 
the Communists are the masters and ex
perts, in the hidden war that goes along 
with intelligence and counterintelligence. 

It was for those reasons, after it was 
explained to me why the committee 
should be held small, that I agreed with 
the chairman. It is for that reason that, 
although I have the greatest respect for 
the Foreign Relations Committee, and 
above all for its chairman, in this par
ticular case I disagree. Having been on 
both sides of it, with some experience in 
the Pentagon, I bring up just one more 
point for the Senate's consideration: 
There have been some figures used about 
money. I shall not use them again, even 
in this secret session. · 

But it is a fact that a small percentage 
of the money that goes into intelligence 
goes to the Central Intelligence Agency 
and a relatively large percentage of 
that money goes into the Pentagon. I 
would be the first to agree, not only be
cause the KBG is dominant in the civil
ian intelligence activities of Russia, 
more authority than GRU, the military 
intelligence, but also because it is the 
right way to run our Government, that 
we should have an intelligence agency 
independent of the military. Intelli
gence recommendations to highest au
-thority should not be· decided only by 
generals and admirals. But if, for what'
ever reason, these consistent attacks 
against· the CIA continue, some of which 
have been re.ferred to on the floor today, 
what it will do is denigrate the Central 
Intelligence Agency to the point where 
it will all go back in the Pentagon and 
the people who decide what is to be 
recommended-intelligencewise-to the 
President of the United States, will be 
military men. Although I have the 
greatest respect for the military acade
mies and their graduates, I cannot think 
of anything worse, from the standpoint 
of the future of my children and their 
children, than to have only the military 
advise the President as to whether, say, 
we should or should not declare war, 
based on their presentation alone of in
telligence information. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, who 
has the floor? · 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Illinois has the floor. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I do 
· not believe there is any marrow left in 

this ·bone. I suggest we vote. 
Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I was 

absent from the floor the last 5 minutes 
or so. I understand that my name was 
mentioned in connection with possible 
appointment to the committee. 

I want the record to show that I never 
asked that I be put on the committee. I 
would be glad to have the question of the 
possibility of my being put on the com
mittee settled by a test vote. But I would 
rather not have the vote on the point of 
order. 
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The question of seniority as a require

ment for appointment as a member of 
the committee is one which causes me 
some concern. There is nothing ln tne 
rules which says that when you move 
down subcommittees below chairman you 
take the senior top members. But I have 
no objection at.all to having the practice 
followed by the Armed Services and Ap
propriations Committees in appointing 
their senior members followed by the 
Foreign Relations Committee, if its 
members are to be included on this com
mittee. But I have never made it a 
condition that I be included on the com
mittee. 

were a final approach to this problem. anything, because this is going to brew 
Let us suppose that all the bad suspicions and brew until one day we decide wheth
that have been ventilated this afternoon er it is right or wrong to have members 
are true, and that sending this, by sus- of the Foreign Relations Committee 
taining the point of order, to the Armed participate. 

There is something to be said for 
seniority. Chesterton explained the ease 
best when he said that no rational ease 
could be made for the practice of 
having the eldest son of the king suc
ceed his father, but that it saved a lot of 
trouble. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi
dent, I did not hear what the Senator 
said. If he had heard what I said, I do 
not think he would have taken any of
fense whatsoever, nor would any other 
member of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I did not take of
fense. 

Mr. President, if we are ready to vote, 
I should like to move the question, but 
if other Senators wish to speak, I shall 
wait. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. First, a parliamen
tary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I hope it is an ap
propriate inquiry to make at this time. 
Perhaps it has been anticipated by the 
majority leader. I wondered whether 
the vote was to be taken in secrecy. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No; in public. 
That is one of the things I was going to 
mention. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I shall 
not detain the Senate long, but since I 
have, along with the Senator from Mis
souri and one or two other Senators, the 
unenviable position of being on two of 
the committees involved in this contro
versy, I would like to point out just two 
things. 

It seems to me we are all over em
phasizing the fact that the vote we are 
about to take is an alternative vote. 
Both the Senator from Louisiana and our 
respective majority leader suggested a 
possible compromise, to the effect that 
this legislation should be referred to the 
Armed Services Committee without a 
date certain or any mandate on report
ing it. 

I submit that by sustaining the point 
of order, Mr. President, we effectuate 
exactly that. We will bring about pre
cisely the condition that the Senator 
from Rhode Island and the Senator from 
Montana propose we do by a vote. In 
fact, our vote is, in effect, a vote to send 
this to the Armed Services Committee 
without any instructions whatsoever, de
pending upon their good judgment and 
depending upon their own responsibility 
to make a report. 

Services Committee means that it is Mr. MUNDT. It would make me very 
buried there. I do not think it would happy if we could do it by an amicable 
be, but let us assume that. May I point process. I simply wish to point out, that 
out that the Senate is not without a however we do it, we arrive at the same 
great family of legislative tools by which legislative home, with the same results 
we can reactivate this discussion. There and the same opportunities to reactivate 
is no way, by sustaining the point of it at any time a majority of the Senate 
order, that we bury . this issue in the desires. 
Armed Services Committee, in limbo and Several Senators. Vote. Vote. 
in perpetuity. If a majority of the Sen- Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ate decide they want to bring it back for am quite certain in my own mind, at 
decision and for amendment to protect least, that the distinguished Senator 
seniority rights if we so desire, we can do from Georgia and his committee will not 
it through a series of approaches. We be too unreasonable in seeking a solution 
can do it by an amendment to an appro- to the question which is before us at the 
priations bill dealing with the appropria- moment. 
tions for the CIA, because we can put it But, having said that, I now ask unan
on as a restrictive rider. That has been imous consent that there be a sani
done before. We can do it by an amend- tized version of these proceedings pre
ment to some other piece of legislation. pared, that it be under the authority 
The Senate can force its will, and I think of the chairman and the ranking mi
that the proper thing to do. under these nority members of the Armed Services 
circumstances, is to sustain the point of Committee and the Appropriations Com
order, see what happens for a given mittee and the Foreign Relations Com
period of time in the Armed Services mittee; that they will take out anything 
Committee, and then, if a majority of the which might be detrimental, and that 
Senate is dissatisfied with what they · the record be made public and that any 
have done, reactivate it by any one of a Senator who participated shall have the 
whole series of legislative tools we have right to correct his own remarks. 
available. We are not deciding the is- The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
sue forever and a day as of now. INOUYE in the chair). Is there objec-

Mr. PASTORE. But does not the tion? The Chair hears none, and it is 
Senator feel that since we have been so ordered. 
behind closed doors now for about 3 or 4 Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
hours, the eyes of the country are upon move that the Senate now go out of 
us? closed session and return to regular leg-

Mr. MUNDT. And they are not seeing islative session, for the vote, 
anything. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Mr. PASTORE. They are not seeing question is on agreeing to the motion of 
anything, but they are wondering what the senator from Montana. 
is transpiring here. Would it not be The motion was agreed to; and, at 4 
more comforting and reassuring to the o'clock and 5 minutes p.m., the Senate 
people of the United States of America, returned to open legislative session. 
when we go out of here, if they learn Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
that as gentlemen we agreed to do some- suggest the absence of a quorum. 
thing, not that we had to split our lines The · PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
and be recorded as being pro or con on clerk will call the roll. 
the proposition. The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

As the Senator has pointed out, this is the roll. 
not a final vote. It will decide nothing. Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
This is merely a vote on jurisdiction; ask unanimous consent that the order 
and many of us feel-!, for one-that for the quorum call be rescinded. 
possibly there ought to be some partici- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
pation on the part of the Foreign Rela- objection, it is so ordered. 
tions Committee on some sort of com-
mittee, whether a standing committee, Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
a select committee, or some group of the would the Chair state the question? 
Senate. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

I am one of those who feel that the question is on the point of order of the 
Armed Services Committee has primary Senator from Georgia, that under rule 
jurisdiction, and they should be given XXV the original resolution reported by 
an opportunity to look at this. If we the Committee on Foreign Relations 
can do it by agreement, I think it would consists of subject matter predominately 
look a lot better. under the jurisdiction of the Committee 

Mr. MUNDT. That would suit me on Armed Services and therefore is im-
perfectly. properly before the Senate and must be 

Mr. PASTORE. And it would look as referred to that committee before it can 
if, after all, we sat here as reasonable properly be placed on the Senate Calen
people and decided that on an amicable dar. 
basis. If we did that, the country would The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
be refreshed, and reassured. ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Tile only other point I wish to make is_ 
this: So many Senators talk as if this 

Mr. MUNDT. If that could be done. 
Mr. PASTORE. But this insistence 

that "I will prove that I am right and 
you are wrong" is not going to decide 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
may I just bring this to the attention of 
the Senate. Immediately following this 
vote, there will be a vote on the Interna-
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tiona! Wheat Agreement Treaty, which 
was reported unanimously by the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, and which 
I understand is up against a time limita
tion tomorrow. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. The vote "yea" sus
tains the point of order; the vote "nay" 
is to overrule the point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. When is it the inten

tion of the majority leader that the Sen
ate again take up the agricultural appro
priation bill? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Tomorrow. 
Mr. HOLLAND. At what hour? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Twelve o'clock to

morrow, Mr. President. 
ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today it 
stand in adjournment until 12 o'clock 
noon tomorrow; and, furthermore, I ask 
unanimous consent that after .a 15-
minute morning hour the unfinished 
business: the agriculture appropriation 
bill, be laid before the Senate and debate 
begun. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate 
has heard the question. The yeas and 
nays have been orderd, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. NELSON <when his name was 
called). Mr. President, on this vote I 
have a pair with the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. If he were 
present and voting, he would vote 
"yea." If I were at liberty to vote, I 
would vote "nay." I withhold my vote. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. MANoFIELD (after having voted 

in the negative) . Mr. President, on this 
vote I have a pair with the distinguished 
Senator from FJ01ida [Mr. SMATHERS]. 
If he were present and voting he would 
vote "yea." If I were permitted to vote, 
I would vote "nay." Therefore, I with
hold my vote. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce 
that the Senator from Tennessee IMr. 
BASs], and the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
GRUENING] are absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], the Sena
tor from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK], the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DoDD], 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Mc
GEE], the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS], and the Senator from Ala
bama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. CLARK], and the Senator from Alas
ka [Mr. GRUENING] would each vote 
"nay." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SCOTT] 
is absent because of illness, and if pres
ent and voting. would vote "yea." 

CXII--99Q--Part 12 

The result was announced-yeas 61, 
nays 28, as follows: 

All ott 
Bartlett 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Bible 
Brewster 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dominick 
Douglas 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Harris 

Aiken 
Boggs 
Burdick 
Case 
Church 
Fong 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Grifiin 
Hart 

Anderson 
Bass 
Clark 
Dodd 

[No.137Leg:] 
YEAs---61 

Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Holland 
Hruska 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long, Mo. 
Long, La. 
Magnuson 
McClellan 
Mcintyre 
Miller 
Montoya. 
Morton 
Mundt 
Murphy 

NAY8-28 

Neuberger 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Prouty 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Robertson 
Russell, S.C. 
Russell, Ga. 
Saltonstall 
Simpson 
Smith 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tydings 
Young, N.Dak. 

Hartke Moss 
Javits Muskie 
Kennedy, Mass. Pell 
Kennedy, N.Y. Proxmire 
McCarthy Williams, N.J. 
McGovern Wffiiams, Del. 
Metcalf Yarborough 
Mondale Young, Ohio 
Monroney 
Morse 

NOT VOTING-11 
Gruening 
Mansfield 
McGee 
Nelson 

Scott 
Smathers 
Sparkman 

So the point of order of the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] was sus
tained. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate proceed to con
sider executive business, for the purpose 
of considering Executive F-89th Con
gress, 2d session-a protocol for the fur
ther extension of the International 
Wheat Agreement, 1962. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 

PROTOCOL FOR THE FURTHER EX
TENSION OF THE iNTERNATIONAL 
WHEAT AGREEMENT, 1962 ' 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Chair 
lay before the Senate Executive F, 89th 
Congress, 2d session. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded 
to consider Executive F, 89th Congress, 
2d session, the protocol for the further 
extension of the International Wheat 
Agreement, 1962, which was read the 
second time. 
EXECUTI'I(E F-PROTOCOL FOR THE FuRTHER 

EXTENSION OF THE INTERNATIONAL WHEAT 
AGREEMENT, 1962 
The Governments signatory to this Pro

tocol, 
Considering that the International Wheat 

Agreement, 1962 which was extended by 
Protocol in 1965, expires on 31 July 1966, and 

Desiring to extend the Agreement, in ac
cordance with the recommendations of the 
International Wheat Council under para
graph (2) of Article 36 of the Agreement, for 
a further period, 

Have agreed as follows: 
ARTICLE 1 

Extension of the International Wheat 
Agreement, 1962 

The International Wheat Agreement, 1962 
as extended by the 1965 Protocol {hereinafter 
called "the Agreement") shall continue in 
force between the parties to this Protocol 
until 31 July 1967. 

ARTICLE 2 

Signature, acceptance, approval and 
accession 

{ 1) This Protocol shall be open for signa
ture in Washington from 4 April 1966 until 
and including 29 April 1966 by the Govern
ment parties to the Agreement, or which are 
provisionally regarded as parties to the 
Agreement, on 4 April 1966. 

{2) This Protocol shall be subject to ac
ceptance or approval by the signatory Gov
ernments in accordance with their constitu
tional procedures. Instruments of accept
ance or approval shall be deposited with the 
Government of the United States of America 
not later than 15 July 1966. 

{ 3) This Protocol shall be open for acces
sion: 

{a) until 15 July 1966 by the Government 
of any country listed in Annex B or C to the 
Agreement as of that date, in accordance 
with the conditions specified 1n the Agree
ment or prescribed by the Council before its 
accession to the Agreement, or 

{b) as provided in paragraph {4) of Ar
ticle 35 of the Agreement. 

{4) Accession shall be effected by the de
posit of an instrument of accession with the 
Government of the United States of America. 

{ 5) Any Government which has not ac
cepted, approved or acceded to this Protocol 
by 15 July 1966 in accordance with para
graph (2) or (3) (a) of this Article may be 
granted by the Council an extension of 
time for depositing its instrument of accept
ance, approval or accession. 

ARTICLE 3 

Entry into force 
(1) This Protocol shall enter into force 

among those GovernmentE: which have de
posited instruments of acceptance, approval 
or accession in accordance with Article 2 of 
this Protocol by 15 July 1966, as follows: 

(a) on 16 July 1966, with respect to Part I 
and Parts III to VII of the Agreement, and 

(b) on 1 August 1966, with respect to Part 
II of the Agreement, Proyided, that such 
Governments and the Governments which 
have depositeq notifications in accordance 
with paragraph (3) of this Article by 15 July 
1966 are Governments which held not less 
than two-thirds of the votes of exporting 
countries and not less than two-thirds of 
the votes of importing countries under the 
Agreement on that date, or would have held 
such votes if they had been parties to the 
Agreement on that date. . 

(2) This Protocol shall enter into force for 
any Government which deposits an instru
ment of acceptance, approval or accession 
after 15 July 1966 on the date of such de
posit except that the Protocol shall not en
ter into force with respect to Part II of the 
Agreement earlier than 1 August 1966. 

(3) For the purposes of entry into force 
of this Protocol in accordance with paragraph 
{1) of this Article, any signatory Government 
or any Government entitled to accede in ac
cordance with paragraph (3) (a) of Article 2 
of this Protocol or any Government whose 
application for accession has been approved 
by the Council on conditions established un
der paragraph (3) (b) of Article 2 of this 
Protocol may deposit a notification with the 
Government of the United States ot America 
not later than 15 July 1966 containing an 
undertaking to seek acceptance. approval or 
accession to this Protocol as rapidly as pos
sible in accordance with its constitutional 
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procedures. It is understood that a Govern
ment which gives such a notification will 
provisionally apply the Protocol and be pro
visionally regarded as a party thereto for a 
period to be determined by the Council. 

(4) If by 15 July 1966 the conditions laid 
down in the preceding paragraphs of this 
Article for entry into force of this Protocol 
are not fulfilled, the Governments of those 
countries which by that date have accepted, 
approved or acceded in accordance with Arti
cle 2 of this Protocol may decide by mutual 
consent that it shall enter into force among 
them or they may take whatever other action 
they consider the situation requires. 

ARTICLE 4 

Final provisions 
(1) For the purposes of the operation of 

the Agreement and this Protocol, any refer
ence to countries the respective Governments 
of which have acceded to the Agreement on 
conditions prescribed by the Council in ac
cordance with paragraph (4) of Article 35 of 
the Agreement shall include a country which 
has acceded to this Protocol in accordance 
with paragraph (3) (b) of Article 2 of this 
Protocol. · 

(2) The Government of the United States 
of America shall promptly inform each Gov
ernment which is a party or is provisionally 
regarded as a party to this Protocol, or which 
on 4 April 1966 is a party or is provisionally 
regarded as a party to the Agreement, of each 
signature, acceptance or approval of, or acces
sion to this Protocol, of each notification 
made in accordance with paragraph (3) of 
Article 3 of this Protocol, and of the date of 
entry into force of this Protocol. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, duly 
authorized thereto by their respective Gov
ernments, have signed this Protocol on the 
dates appearing opposite their signatures. 

The texts of this Protocol in the English, 
French, Russian and Spanish languages shall 
be equally authentic. The originals shall be 
deposited with the Government of the United 
States of America, which shall transmit certi
fied copies thereof to each signatory and 
acceding Government. 

DoNE at Washington this fourth day of 
April nineteen hundred and sixty-six. 

For Argentina: 
For Australia: 
For A us tria: 
For Belgium and Luxembourg: 
For Brazil: 
For oanada: 
For Costa Rica: 
For Cuba: 
For the Dominican Republic: 
For Ecuador: 
For El Salvador: 
For Finland: 
For France: 
For the Federal Republic of Germany: 
For Greece: 
For Guatemala: 
For Iceland: 
For India: 
For Ireland: 
For Israel: 
For Italy: 
For Japan: 
For the Republic of Korea: 
For Liberia: 
For Libya: 
For Mexico: 
For the Kingdom of the Netherlands: 
For New Zealand: 
For Nigeria: 
For the Kingdom of Norway: 
For Peru: 
For the Republic of the Philippines: 
For Portugal: 
For Saudi Arabia: 
For Sierra Leone: 
For the Republic of South Africa: 
For Southern Rhodesia: 

For Spain: 
For Sweden: 
For Switzerland: 

For Tunlsla: 

F. SCHNYDER, 
April 4, 1966. 

For the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics: 

For the United Arab Republic: 
For the United Kingdom of Great Britain 

and Northern Ireland: 
For the United States of America: 

ORVILLE L. FREEMAN, 
April 4, 1966. 

For the Vatican City State : 
For Venezuela: 
For Western Samoa: 

PROPOSED COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE OPERA
TION-RESOLUTION 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi
dent, although I know we are in executive 
session, I should like to ask the Chair as 
to the disposition of the resolution just 
voted on. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu
tion is automatically referred, under the 
point of order, to the Armed Services 
Committee. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I thank 
the Chair. 

INTERNATIONAL WHEAT AGREEMENT 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, this 
protocol, the International Wheat Agree
ment, 1962, was reported unanimously 
by the Foreign Relations Committee. It 
is merely a 1-year extension of the wheat 
agreement which just came in force in 
1949 and has since been revised and ex
tended. 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL
soN] who is an authority on this agree
ment, is a member of the committee. 
There is no controversy about it. I do 
not believe there is any point in delaying 
the Senate with any further explanation 
of the protocol. The report has been 
filed. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I wish 
to state that I do not feel that the ex
tension of this agreement is in the inter
ests of the U.S. wheat grower; but, in 
view of the actions now being taken in 
Geneva and the Kennedy round, I feel 
that it should be extended for another 
year. 

For that reason, I supported it in com
mittee, aHd I support it now on the ft.oor 
of the Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a letter written by 
John A. Schnittker, Acting Secretary of 
the Department of Agriculture to Mr. 
J. M. Stuurman, Chairman of the Inter
national Wheat Council, in London, Eng
land, on February 11, 1966. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., February 11, 1966. 

Mr. J. M. STUURMAN, 
Chairman, 
International Wheat Council, 
Haymarket House, Haymarket, 
London S.W. 1, England 
Attention: Mr. R. E. Moore, Executive Sec

retary. 
DEAR MR. STUURMAK: This iR to inform you 

that the United States of America will not 
request further consideration by the In-

terna.tional Wheat Council of the recom
mendation to extend the International 
Wheat Agreement until July 31, 1967. 

Acceptance of the recommendation to pro
long the current Agreement for one more 
year does not mean, however, that the United 
States is satisfied with the IWA as it pres
ently functions. The present Agreement 
concerns itself essentially with wheat pric
ing. 

The United States is actively striving to 
achieve a meaningful and effective interna
tional arrangement for grains, including 
wheat. The principal objectives of this ar
rangement should be: 

(a) To provide for acceptable conditions 
of access in major world markets in fur
therance of a significant development and 
expansion of world trade in cereals. 

(b) To establish an equitable arrangement 
whereby importers and exporters would share 
the responsibilities of adjusting world 
cereals supplies to demand, including food 
aid. 

The United States would insist that any 
international grains agreement must con
tain provisions to accomplish these objec
tives. Without such provisions the agree
ment would not serve the long-term inter
ests of either exporters or importers, in
cluding the developing nations. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN A. SCHNITTKER, 

Acting Sec; etary. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that certain ex
cerpts from the report pertinent to this 
legislation now before the Senate be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to 
which was referred the protocol for the 
further extension of the International Wheat 
Agreement, 1962, open for signature in 
Washington from April 4 until and includ
ing April 29, 1966 (Ex. F. 89th Cong., 2d 
sess.), having considered the same, reports 
favorably thereon without amendment and 
recommends that the Senate gives its advice 
and consent to ratification. 

PURPOSE 
The purpose of the protocol is to extend 

the International Wheat Agreement for one 
year beyond July 31, 1966, and thereby pre
serve the status quo pending negotiations 
for a new and broader agreement as well 
as a grains arrangement with the European 
Common Market. The protocol makes no 
other change in the agreement. 

BACKGROUND AND COMMITTEE ACTION 
The International Wheat Agreement first 

came into force in 1949. It was revised and 
extended in 1953, 1956, 1959, 1962, and 
1965. 

The agreement establishes a basic price 
range of $1.62¥2 to $2.02¥2 for No. 1 Mani
toba northern wheat in bulk in store Fort 
William;Port Arthur. Importing countries 
agreed to buy specified quantities of wheat 
at not less than the minimum price, and 
exporting countries agree to sell specified 
quantities at not more than the maximum 
price. 

The agreement has generally worked well, 
but has become outdated. The provisions 
of a new agreement, however, must obvi
ously be related to the outcome of the 
Kennedy round of tariff negotiations and to 
the agricultural policies of the European 
Common Market. 

The pending protocol to extend the agree
ment for one year was sent to the Senate 
by the President May 23. The Foreign Re
lations Committee held a public hearing on 
the matter June 12 and subsequently in 
executive session ordered the protocol fa-
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vorably reported to the Se.nate. The tran
script of this hearing, at which. Under Sec
retary of Agriculture John A. Schnittker . 
appeared on behalf of the administration, 
is appended to this report. 

The committee urges the Senate to act 
promptly, because the U.S. instrument of 
ratification of the protocol must be de
posited no later than June 15 if it is to be 
effective. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be 

no objection, the Executive F, 89th Con
gress, 2d session, will be considered as 
having passed through its various parlia
mentary stages up to and including the 
presentation of the respective resolutions 
of ratification. 

The resolution of ratification of Execu
tive F, 89th Congress, 2d session, the 
protocol for the further extension of the 
International Wheat Agreement, 1962, 
will now be read. 

The resolution of ratification to Execu
tive F was read by Hon. Emery L. Frazier, 
Secretary of the Senate, as follows: 

Resolved, (two-thirds of the Senators pres
ent concurring therein), That the Senate ad
vise and consent to the ratification of the 
Protocol for the Further Extension of the 
International Wheat Agreement, 1962, open 
for signature in Washington from April 4 
until and including April 29, 1966 (Ex. F, 
Eighty-ninth Congress, second session.) 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is, Will the Senate advise and con
sent to the resolution of ratification? 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been order-ed; and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk cailed the roll. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce 

that the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
BAssl, the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
GRUENING], and the Senator from Geor
gia [Mr. TALMADGE] are absent on official 
business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], the Sena
tor from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK], the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Donn], 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
McGEE], the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS], and the Senator from Ala
bama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from New Mex
ico [Mr. ANDERSON], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. BAss], the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK], the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. Donn], the Sen
ator from Alaska [Mr. GRUENINGJ, the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. McGEE], 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH
ERS], the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN], and the Senator from Geor
gia [Mr. TALMADGE] would each vote 
"yea." . 

Mr. KOCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTT] 
is absent becau!!le of illness. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
JAVITS] is detained on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from New York [Mr. JAVITs] and the 

Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTT] 
would each vote "yea." 

The yeas and nays resulted: yeas 89, 
nays 0; as follows: 

Aiken 
Allott 
Bartlett 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Byrd, va. 
Byrd, w. va. 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Case 
Church 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dlrksen 
Dominick 
Douglas 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fannln 
Fong 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Griftin. 
H-arris 

Anderson 
Bass 
Clark 
Dodd 

[No. 138 Exec.] 
YEAB-89 

Hart Moss 
Hartke Mundt 
Hayden ~urphy 
Hickenlooper Muskie 
Hill Nelson 
Holland Neuberger 
Hruska Pastore 
Inouye Pearson 
Jackson Pell 
Jordan, N.C. Prouty 
Jordan, Idaho Proxmire 
Kennedy, Mass. Randolph 
Kennedy, N.Y. Ribicoff 
Kuchel Robertson 
Lausche Russell, S.C. 
Long, Mo. Russell, Ga. 
Long, La. Saltonstall 
Magnuson Simpson 
Mansfield Smith 
McCarthy Stennls 
McClellan Symington 
McGovern Thurmond 
Mcin tyre Tower 
Metcalf Tydings 
Miller Williams, N.J. 
Mondale Williams, Del. 
Monroney Yarborough 
Montoya Young, N.Dak. 
Morse Young, Ohio 
Morton 

NAYB-0 
NOT VOTING-11 

Gruen in g 
Javits 
McGee 
Scott 

Smathers 
Sparkman 
Talmadge 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HARRis in the chair). Two-thirds of the 
Senators present having voted in the af
firmative, the resolution of ratification is 
agreed to. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Presi
dent be immediately notified of the con
firmation of this resolution of ratifica
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
On motion by Mr. MANSFIELD, the 

Senate resumed the consideration of leg
islative business. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had agreed to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill <H.R. 8337) to amend 
the District of Columbia Practieal 
Nurses' Licensing Act, and for other pur
poses. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill <H.R. 15860) to 
estatlish the District of Columbia Bail 
Agency, and for other purposes. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The message further announced that 
the Speaker had amxed his signature to 
the following .enrolled bills and joint ,res-

olution, and they were . signed by the 
Vice President: 

H.R. 9·599. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of the Interior to accept a donation by 
the State of Indiana of the George Rogers 
Clark Memorial for establishment as the 
George Rogers Clark National Historical Park, 
and for other purposes; · 

H.R. 10607. An act to amend the Adminis
trative Expenses Act of 1946, as amended, 
to provide for reimbursement of certain mov
ing expenses of employees, and to authorize 
payinent of expenses for storage of house
hold goods and personal effects of employees 
assigned to isolated duty stations within the 
continental Unlted States; 

H.R. 14888 . .An act to - amend the Act of 
February 28, 1947, as am-ended, to authorize 
the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate 
in screw-worm eradication in Mexico; and 

H.J. Res. 1178. Joint resolution to author
ize the District of Columbia to promulgate 
special regulations for the period of the 93d 
annual session of the Imperial Council, An
cient Arabic Order of the Nobles of the 
Mystic Shrine for North America, to be 
held in Washington, District of Columbia, 
in July 1967, to authorize the granting of 
certain permits to Imperial Shrine Conven
tion, 1967, Incorporated, on the occasions of 
such sessions, and for other purposes. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION TOMORROW 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, may I 
have the attention of the majority 
leader? 

We are waiting for a report from the 
minority side, but the Senator from Cali
fornia [Mr. KucHEL] is here. I seek 
unanimous consent for a meeting of the 
Subcommittee on Education of the Com
mittee on Labor .and Public Welfare to
morrow afternoon at 2 o'cloclc I assure 
the Senator that the Republicans on the 
subcommittee thought that we ought to 
meet to get it out of the way. 

Mr. KOCHEL. I wonder if my able 
friend will withhold making that re
quest? I shall see if it is possible for the 
minority to agree to the request. 

Mr. KOCHEL subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Subcommittee on Education of 
the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare be permitted to meet during the 
session of the Senate tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so urdered. 

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the Committee on 
Finance was authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate tomorrow. 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 

President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD as a part of 
my remarks a most informative article 
appearing in the July 18 issue of U.S. 
News & World Report entitled "What's 
'CIA'?" 

This interview with Adm. William F. 
Raborn, retiring head of CIA, is most 
informative, especially as to the scope of 
CIA's operations and how it is directed, 
supervised, and controlled by the Presi
dent of the United States, various agen
cies of the executive department of the 
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Government, as well as the Congress of 
the United States. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the U.S. News & World Report, June 

18, 1966] 
WHAT'S "CIA"?-INTERVIEW WITH ADM. WIL

LIAM F. RABORN, RETmiNG HEAD OF AMER
ICA'S MOST SECRET AGENCY 
(NoTE.--Once more, the Central Intelli

gence Agency-CIA-finds itself a center of 
controversy. 

(Congress is studying a proposal to 
broaden its control and surveillance of the 
wide-ranging intelligence organizations. 

(Now questions are raised. Just what is 
CIA? What does it really do-and not do? 
Does anybody know all its secrets, control 
its activities? 

(In this exclusive interview, the man who 
headed Central Intelligence this past year 
takes readers of "U.S. News & World Report" 
behind the scenes of CIA, describes its work
ings in detail.) 

Question. Admiral Raborn, what is the 
specific charter of the Central Intelligence 
Agency within the intelligence community? 

Answer. The National Security Act assigned 
five functions to the Agency: 

To advise the National Security Council
and of course the President--on intelligence 
matters relating to national security; 

To co-ordinate all foreign-intelligence ac
tivities of our Government; 

To produce and disseminate finished na
tional intelligence within the Government; 

To undertake what we call "services of 
common concern"-that is, functions which 
serve all the components of the intelligence 
community and can best be undertaken cen
trally; 

And finally, to perform such other services 
as the National Security Council may direct. 

That is as specific as the Congress wanted 
to be. That fifth assignment is the Agency's 
charter for clandestine activities, and you 
will notice it puts CIA directly under the 
control of the President's National Security 
Council. t 

Question. The emphasis appears to be on 
information gathering. Wouldn't it be more 
palatable and just as accurate to call it the 
"Central Information Agency"? 

Answer. Our principal responsibility is to 
gather, specifically, that information which 
relates directly to national-security problems 
and objectives. The United States Informa
tion Agency deals with information in the 
broader sense of the term, and distributes it 
outside the Government. It is useful both 
to their operations and to ours to preserve 
this distinction. 

There is a further point in our professional 
terminology: "Intelligence," as we use the 
term, refers to information which has been 
carefully evaluated as to its accuracy and 
significance. The difference between "in
formation" and "intelligence" is the impor
tant process of evaluating the accuracy and 
assessing the significance in terms of na
tional security. 

Question. You just referred to "finished 
national intelligence." What is that in your 
terminology? 

Answer. When a raw report has been 
checked for accuracy, and analyzed and in
tegrated with all other available information 
on the same subject by competent experts 
in that particular field, we call it "finished 
intelligence." When, in addition, it repre
sents the conclusions of the entire intelli
gence community, then it is "national in
telligence." In short, we find that we need 
a terminology which can be more precise 
and more limiting than the broad concept 
of "information." 

Question. People seem to have the im
pression that the CIA is a big spying orga-

nization-that it is staffed almost entirely by 
spies. Is there anything to that impres
sion? 

Answer. This, of course, is the popular 
view of any intelligence organization, but 
it is highly distorted. Our job is to keep 
the top. officials of the U.S. Government in
formed of what is happening around the 
world that may affect the national security 
of the United States. 

Of course, much of the world's area and 
population is under a closed society, run by 
governments that seek to conceal their ac
tivities and their objectives. They may be 
hostile to us, and some classical espionage 
is required to give timely warning of when 
and how these activities and objectives might 
threaten us. But, to maintain proper per
spective, let me point out that a great deal 
of the raw information is public, or available 
with a certain amount of digging. 

The principal role of an intelligence or
ganization is to take what is overt and what 
is secret and bring expert knowledge, back
ground information, and scholarly analysis 
to bear in a way which has nothing in com
mon with the heroes of modern spy fiction. 

Question. Could you give us the propor
tions between the analysts at home and the 
men in the field overseas who are collecting 
this information? 

Answer. We don't publish these figures, or 
even rough proportions, because the informa
tion would be of great use to the opposition, 
but I can tell you this much: The man who 
joins CIA has far less chance, in the course of 
his career, of identifying with James Bond or 
"The Spy Who Came in From the Cold" than 
he does of serving as an academic researcher, 
economist, scientist, statistician, adminis
trator, accountant, or supply officer. 

Question. Another idea is that the CIA is 
stirring up insurrections, or starting and 
maybe running little wars-

Answer. This again is a misconception. 
Our major business is national intelligence, 
and so-called covert operations are a rela
tively minor part of our over-all activities. 
The Government, after all, is organized on a 
pretty logical basis: The Department of State 
is in charge of foreign policy and foreign 
relations; running wars would be the busi
ness of the Defense Department; CIA has 
enough to do getting, coordinating, and dis
seminating intelligence without running a.ny 
wars. 

Question. The National Security Act of 
1947 envisages a field of clandestine activi
ties, however, where the CIA will play a role 
which cannot be undertaken by State, or 
Defense, or other overt agencies of the United 
States Government. Do you have a free hand 
there? 

Answer. Absolutely not. Any such activi
ties are by direction of the National Se
curity Council. To be precise, they must 
have the prior approval-in detail-of a com
mittee of the NSC on which top-ranking rep
resentatives of the President, the SeCll'etary of 
State, and the Secretary of Defense meet 
with the Director of Central Intelligence for · 
this purpose. These gentlemen see to it not 
only that every activity of the CIA is com
pletely in consonance with the established 
policies and objectives of the United States, 
but that it is also advantageous to the United 
States. 

Question. With that approval, are you free 
to operate as you wish in the field? Would 
the U.S. ambassador in the country con
cerned know about your activities there? 

Answer. Like other U.S. officials abroad, 
CIA's overseas personnel are subordinate to 
the U.S. ambassadors. We a.re certainly not 
in competition with other U.S. representation 
abroad-we complement and supplement the 
"country team" approach of the embassy to 
official U.S. activities. We operate with the 
foreknowledge and approval of the ambassa
dor. 

Question. But some of our· ambassadors 
have denied any prior knowledge of activities · 
which a.re known to be, or at least suspected 
of being, CIA operations-

Answer. Conceivably there might be an in
stance where the Department of State in 
Washington would have reasons for not in
forming the ambassador. Normal policy is 
to have him informed. 

Question. Does the ambassador receive 
your intelligence in the field, or does he have 
to get it from Washington? 

Answer. It is made available in the field 
to the ambassador and designated members 
of his staff. If the ambassador wishes, he 
also gets the ultimate finished evaluation 
from headquarters, along with intelligence 
on other countlies which may be of interest 
to him. The Department of State may also 
send to its embassies and legations the 
finished intelligence reports prepared by CIA. 

Question. You and your predecessors have 
stated, as have the President and Secretary 
Rusk, that CIA does not make policy, but the 
accusation persists. Could this be because 
your information contributes to policy 

. decisions? 
Answer. To maintain that record, let me 

say again flatly that CIA does not make 
policy, and does not operate outside or con
trary to established policy. Now, certainly 
nobody would expect the top officials of a 
government to make their decisions without 

. consideling all available information. It is 
the mission of CIA to provide the most accu
rate, the most comprehensive, and the most 
objective information available about mat
ters which interest our Government, together 
with whatever we can learn or project about ~ 
possible impending developments. tn spe
cific answer to . your question, put the ent
phasis on "objective" information. 

Question. But this information does play 
a part in the decisions of Government,..-

Answer. The top officials of the Adminis
tration, and for that matter, the legislators, 
obviously find it useful, because there is a 
constant increase in the demand for our 
current intelligence and our projective esti
mates. Let me point out that there is one 
unique contribution the CIA makes to Gov
ernment officials facing a choice between 
alternative possible courses of action. Pre
cisely because the CIA does not commit it
self to any one choice among the alternatives, 
our intelligence input is free from partisan
ship or advocacy, and recognized by the 
recipients as objective. 

Question. Isn't it true that much of the 
information you gather isn't really secret at 
all, but would be available to anybody in the 
tight spot at the right time? 

Answer. Yes. In fact, a considerable part 
of the information used by the Agency in 
preparing its finished intelligence reports is 
derived from the foreign press and radio, 
from technical journals of foreign countries, 
and from official publications of these coun
tries. We don't disregard information sim
ply because it is not secret. Finished in
telligence, however, consists of the expert 
correlation and interpretation of all the in
formation we can obtain, by both overt and 
clandestine means. 

CIA'S BROAD INTERESTS 
Question. Do you gather information about 

domestic events in foreign countries, as well 
as the operations of foreign governments? 

Answer. Our interests and responsibilities 
may vary from country to country, but they 
are pretty comprehensive. It is obviously 
impossible to confine yourself to a nation's 
foreign affairs if you are responsible, for in
stance, for assessing the stability of the 
regime, the health of the economy, or the 
.prospects for subversion in the boondocks. 

Question. Do you collect information of a 
business nature? 

Answer. We collect economic information 
which may be useful to the security interests 
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of the U.S. Government-and we collect it 
exclusively for that purpose. 

Question. Do you have to cover every cor
ner of the whole world? 

Answer. Of course we have priorities, but 
our intelligence requirements are worldwide. 
Our top Administration officials need factual 
and unbiased 1ntelligence on a timely basis 
as one of the many elements .which go into 
the decisions they have to make. At a mini
mum, we have to have certain basic informa
tion on hand about virtually every country 
in the world. Country X-you name it
might appear remote and totally unrelated 
to our national security, but it is nevertheless 
impossible to state with certainty that de
tailed information about country X will not 
become necessary to our Government on a 
crash basis some day. 

Question. How detailed? 
Answer. The basic information on foreign 

countries which is compiled in what we call 
the National Intelligence Surveys already 
adds up to more than_ 10 times the size of 
"The Encyclopaedia Britannica." Much of 
this information, of course, is hardly secret. 
It has to cover such prosaic matters as eco
nomic statistics, legal codes, sociological con
ditions and transport facilities, but it comes 
in . handy when our customers start playing 
"20 Questions." 

Question. At what point do you feel that 
this type of information-the basic data, the 
information which is open to the public
should be reported back on a running basis 
to our Government-as fast as you get it? 

Answer. This goes back to the distinction 
between information and intelligence-and 
the needs of our Government. If eyerything 
is quiet, there may be an occasional situa
tion report based largely on open informa
tion. If the situation has a direct relation to 
U.S. national-security interests, particularly 
in a crisis, we will be trying to get as close 
to "real time" reporting as modern com
munications permit. 
· Question. Is the information which you 
collect interpreted by somebody on the scene, 
or does it reach you in raw form so that 
you can sort out the facts from the opin
ions? 

Answer. We require the original report, or 
the original statement of the primary source, 
whenever we can get it. · When this "raw 
material" reaches us, it may be accompanied 
by the opinions and interpretat~ons of in
termediaries through whom the information 
has passed, and by ·the informed comment 
and preliminary evaluation of our own col
lectors in the field, but these additions are 
clearly labeled as such. 

Question. How do you co-operate in the 
field with the other elements of your intelli
gence community? Aren't CIA and State 
and the military-intelligence people aU look
ing for much the same information? 

Answer. Our finished national intelligence 
derives from the work of all of the elements 
of the intelligence community. Foreign 
Service officers provide the Department of 
State with political intelligence, commercial 
attaches are responsible for economic in
formation, the military attaches send mili
tary intelligence to their respective services, 
and, for that matter, there are agricultural 
attaches and labor attaches. All of them 
provide departmental intelligence for the 
specific needs of specific departments. All 
of these reports are also available to CIA. 

The Agency has been added to supplement 
and expand the collection and fill any gaps. 
It has a broader charter for all types of in
telligence necessary in the national interest, 
and-as I mentioned at the outset-the 
added ·statutory responsibility to "correlate 
and evaluate intelligence relating to the na
tional security, and provide for . . . appro
priate dissemination." 

For example, a piece of political intelli
gence from one country and the Army at
tache's report from another country may add 

up to a conclusion of major significance to 
the National Securtty Council, or specifically 
t.o the Atomic Energy Commission. It . is 
CIA's responsibility to see to it that the two 
halves do get added up in Washington :to 
make tlie whole, and furthermore that the 
finished evaluation reaches the department 
which needs it. 

CONTROLS ON INTELLIGENCE 

Question. But how do you avoid duplica
tion of effort in the field? 

Answer. The United States Intelligence 
Board, which represents the entire intelli
gence community, establishes guidelines and 
priorities for the intelligence-collection ef-

_fort. This machinery can control unneces
sary duplication, but when. you are after the 
closely guarded information that affects our 
national interest, duplication of effort is 
often desirable rather than unnecessary. 

Question. Are the State and m111tary-in
telligence people operating under handicaps, 
in comparison to CIA, in obtaining 
information? 

Answer. You have to take into considera
tion, firstly, that the collection of intelli
gence is not the primary responsib111ty of the 
Department of State and the Department of 
Defense, and, secondly, that the representa
tives they send abroad must operate in the 
open as recognized officials of the U.S. Gov
ernment. In effect, CIA often is in better 
postion to obtain necessary intelllgence be
cause CIA is specifically organized for this 
kind of collection and can give it first 
priority. 

If, by handicaps, you mean the obstacles 
which foreign governments place in the way 
of intelligence collection, foreign govern
ments make every effort to preserve their es
sential secrets, just as we do. Year by year, 
security procedures become more sophisti
cated and harder to circumvent, so that skill 
and specialization are even more necessary. 
On the other side of the coin, there are few, 
if any, countries in the world today which 
are as much of an "open society" as the 
United States. 

Question. What about co-operation with 
the intelligence services of friendly countr.ies? 
If we collect information which is important 
to one of our allies, is it passed to them? . 

Answer. I ani not at liberty to go into 
detail, but wherever it is of mutual interest 
and advantage, there is substantial co-opera
tion among the intelligence services of 
friendly countries. 

Question. Does machinery exist to cor
relate all of the information that flows into 
Washington, and refine it into firm and 
useful conclusions? 

Answer. Yes-specifically, the United 
States Intelllgence Board, or USIB, which 
advises and assists the Director of Cel).tral 
Intelligence and is under his chairmanship. 
This Board meets every week, or more often 
if necessary, to co-ordinate the work of all 
of the intelligence components of the U.S. 
Government. It consists of the Deputy Di
rector of Central Intelligence, who represents 
CIA so that the Director, as USIB chairman, 
will be uncommitted; the Director of Intelli
gence and Research, Department of State; 
the Director- of the Defense Intelllgence 
Agency; the Director of the National Se
curity Agency; an Assistant Director of the 
FBI; and the Assistant General Manager for 
Administration of the Atomic Energy Com
mission. The heads .of Army, Navy and 4ir 
Force intelligence meet with the Board as 
observers. 

USIB assigns intelligence priorities to see 
to it that there are no g~ps in our coverage, 
and insures that the judgments which go 
forward to the President are finished national 
intelligence. 

This job of correlation and co-ordination, 
however, starts long before the product 
reaches USIB- for final review. More and 
more, as we develop and reftn·e the concept· of 
an intelligence community, the analysts and 

the specialists in one component are in con-:
stant touch and interchange with their op
posite numbers in the other departm-ents ahd 
agencies, so tliat the ·-national-intelligence 
process begins as soon· as the raw information 
reaches Washington, if not before. 

As for moving from .the raw information to 
a firm and agreed conclusion, in many in
stances this can be done by the expert ana
lysts available, backed ·up by _our storehouse 
of background knowledge. There will always, 
of course, be the "unknowables"-questions 
which have no definitive answers, possibly 
because the future is open to the effects of 
many variables, or because the future de
pends on decisions which certain . foreign 
statesmen may not even have made yet. 
Who will succeed the Premier of country X? 
When and by whom will there be a coup in 
country Y? 

Our Government leaders need and request 
our best answers on the "unknowables." 
This we do in our National Intelligence Esti
mates. From what we do know, the best 
thinking available in the entire intelligence 
community makes rational inferences about 
the unknown-with varying but specified de
grees of confidence, and an occasional foot
note reflecting an individual dissent from the 
agreed opinion. 

Question. How many of these estimates do 
you produce? 

Answer. It varies with the need. The Esti
mate is not a global periodical, on a weekly 
or daily basis; it addresses itself to the prob
able course of one development, or one coun
try. Many of the Estimates come out with a 
scheduled frequency-annually, for instance, 
if necessary. Some ar_e produced in times of 
crisis in a matter of "hours. All are geared 
to the intelligence needs of the top Govern
ment officials. All reflect the greatest possi
ble professional skill and dispassionate- ob
jectivity we can bring to bear. CIA- has no 
ax to grind, and does not permit itself to be
come advocate of a specific policy in prepar
ing an Estimate. 

All aspects of every Estimate get the full
est consideration, by the interagency work
ing groups which begin the drafting, by the 
Board of National Estimates-a group of dis
tinguished senior officers of long experie~ce 
and. proven competence in diverse fields of 
Government-and by the United States In
telligence Board. In the end, the National 
Intelligence Estimate is the report of the 
Director of .Central Intelligence to the Presi
dent and the National Security Council. 

Question. Can this machinery operate fast 
enough to permit quick action when the flow 
of information suggests impending danger 
or trouble? 

Answer. The process is extremely flexible. 
Conceivably, when the schedule permits, the 
draft of an annual Estimate might start two 
or three months before the target date, to 
permit comprehensive and deliberate con
sultation, reference to the field, and so forth. 

On the other hand, the Board of National 
Estimates when required can complete what 
we call a "SNIE"-a Special National Intel
ligence Estimate-in a matter of hours, as I 
said. 

As for immediate intelligence on current 
developments, we are geared to receive in
formation, evaluate it, produce intelligence 
and react 24 hours a day, seven days a week. 
Nobody in the Agency, from the analysts to 
the Director, is guaranteed a night's unin
terrupted sleep, or an unbroken week-end. 

WORKING WITH THE FBI 

Question. As we understand it, the Cen
tral Intelligence Agency does not run clandes
tine operations of any kind within the 
United States. Is that left entirely to the 
FBI? 

Answer. The CIA has the respon·sib111ty for 
conducting operations outside the country; 
the FBI has as its principal mission the in
·ternal security of the United States and its 
·possessions. · · · 
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There is, of course, close co-operation -and 

considerable interplay between our organiza
tions, because we are combatting an 'inter
national conspiracy whose operations and 
agents move back and forth between this 
country and foreign nations. The FBI and 
CIA therefore work very closely together and 
keep each other intimately informed on items 
of potential interest or concern to each 
other. This allow-s us to combat interna
tional conspiracy ln the most effective pos
sible manner. 

The division of responsibility for clandes
tine operations, of course, should not be 
confused with the perfectly overt contacts 
CIA has domestically-for example, with ex
perts in the p:rofesional world to discuss in
ternational situations and exchange 
analyses. 

Question. Do you work largely in a vacuum, 
with little or no contact with the rest of the 
Government outside the in~elligence commu
nity? 

Answer. By no means. It is inherent in the 
concept of a Central Intelligence Agency that 
any branch of the Government which has a 
legitimate need for information can call on 
us for it. By the same token, when we need 
expertise to help us in evaluation, or in the 
accomplishment of any of our missions, we 
will not hesitate to go anywhere in the Gov
ernment or outside it, within the limitations 
of security, where we might expect to find the 
necessary help. But our closest ties, of 
course, are within the intelligence commu
nity, and to the top officials of the executive 
branch. 

Question. What form do your intelligence 
reports take? -

Answer. We disseminate finished intelli
gence in an infinite variety of formats, tail
ored to specific purposes. I reported fre
quently in person, of course, to the President 
and to the National Security Council. I have 
mentioned the Estimates, and our "55-foot 
shelf" of basic background information. 

In addition, we have daily, weekly and 
monthly publications, some global in scope, 
some for a specific country or crisis. When 
the situation is truly critical, I have on occa
sion ordered situation reports as often as 
every hour on the hour, around the clock. 
Then there are individual memoranda which 
give us great fi.exibllity ln scope, format, 
deadlines and distribution. And we also turn 
out studies in depth which .are the equivalent 
of a scholarly book or a doctoral dissertation. 
Various publications have dissemination lists, 
depending on their sensitivity and purpose, 
which range from less than half a dozen 
copies to hundreds. 

Question. What is the "ancestry" of the 
CIA in U.S. intelligence activities? Does it 
operate differently from its predecessors? 

Answer. The Agency grew from the need to 
establish a centralized and objective intelli
gence organization 1n peacetime. .A primary 
impetus, of course, was the experience of 
Pearl Harbor, and the determination to in
sure against such surprises in the future. 

The requirement for a centralized organi
zation stemmed from the successful experi
ence during World War II of the Office of 
Strategic Services under General Donovan. 
The requirement was made all the more real 
by the threat posed by an evangelistic inter
national Communism which became readily 
apparent shortly after the close of World War 
II. There was general agreement within the 
Government that there was need for a non
partisan co-ordinating agenc::y in the intelli
gence field. As a result, the CIA was created 
1n 1947. 

In some respects the Office of Strategic 
Services of World War n wa.s our ancestor, 
but it did not have CIA's responsibility for 
co-ordinating the work of the entire intelli
gence community, or our requirement for 
across-the-board coverage. 

Question. Does CIA have anything that 
might be ca.Ued regulations to govern its 
activities? Who prescribes them? 

Answer. Is there a Government agency 
nearly 20 years old that doesn't have a rule 
book? Start with the original legislation, 
which spells out the mission of CIA and pro
vides that we function at the behest and 
under the control of the President and the 
NSC. Under that charter, CIA is governed 
by several layers of regulations known as 
the "Nonskids," or National Security Council 
Intelligence Directives; the DCID's, or Di
rector of Central Intelligence Directives, 
issued by the Director in his cap·acity as 
chairman of USIB, and head of the intelli
gt;nce community; and finally, as in the case 
of any other governmental component, CIA's 
own Agency regulations. 

HELP FROM "BEST BRAINS" 

Question. Do you have any counsel or ad
visers outside the Government? 

Answer. We have several panels of tech
nical experts, both inside and outside the 
Government, to keep us informed ori new 
developments and techniques which could 
be of us to us. On these panels are the 
best brains in this country, on virtually the 
entire range of human endeavor. We con
tract for studies and research projects, wher
ever in the United States these can best be 
perform~. 

CIA has long made u· a practice to dis
cuss its evaluations of the international sit
uation with top men in the civilian world. 
We have done a great deal of this, but we 
must do still more. One of my last acts 
with the Agency, for instance, was to order 
even greater interchange with the nongov
ernmental experts on China. 

Question. Have you found that the spo
radic criticism, along the lines that spying 
is a devious business and that CIA operates 
without any control. has made people re
luctant to work with you? 

Answer. I have found no measurable re
luctance on these grounds, although there 
is always the more general concern of the 
academic world that governmental funds and 
governmental projects must not be accom
panied by unwelcome controls or commit
ments. On the whole, patriotic citizens ln 
aU walks of life are glad to work with us ln 
serving the national-security interest. The 
intelligence community finds this very grati
fying, because it helps us give the President, 
the executive branch, and the legislative 
branch the very best judgments that the 
best minds in th1s country can arrive at. 

"UNDER FULL SCRUTINY" 

Question. Is there any other Administra
tion control of your operations besides the 
special National Security Council committee 
you mentioned? 

Answer. The CIA and its a,ct!.vities have 
been reviewed in detail in the past by Hoover 
·Commission task forces, the Doolittle Com
mittee, the Clark Committee, and several 
special investigating bodies for specific pur
poses. On a permanent basis, the entire 
intelligence community is under continuing 
and full scrutiny by a most knowledgeable 
an<l distinguished board of private eittzens 
appointed by the President. This is the 
President~s Foreign Intelligence Advisory 
Board, first e-stablished in January of 1956 as 
the Killian Committee, and now under the 
chairmanship of Mr. Clark Clifford. The 
present membership includes Dr. William 0. 
Baker of Bell Telephone Laboratories; Mr. 
Gordon Gray, former Special Assistant to 
President Eisenhower and onetime president 
of North Carolina University; Prof. William 
Langer of Harvard; Gen. Maxwell Taylor; Am
bassador Robert Murphy, former Under Sec
retary of State; Mr. Frank Pace, Jr., former 
Secretary of the Army and former Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget; Dr. Edwin Land.. 

head of the Polaroid Corporation; Adm. John 
Sides, USN (ret.}; and Mr. Augustus Long, 
formerly the top executive of the Texas 
Company. 

This Board meets in full session about 
every six weeks, to examine in .depth and 
detail the work and the _progr~ss of the entire 
U.S. intelligence program. The meetings 
last two or three days and include compre
hensive discussions with the Director an<l 
his senior officers, heads of other intelligence 
components, and senior officials of the Gov
ernment who are our "customers." 

Upon completion of each such session, the 
Board reports to the President and makes 
recommendations for the improvement of 
the intelligence effort. In addition, the 
Board has a number of two-man or three
man panels and subcommittees to delve more 
deeply and on a full-time basis into specific 
aspects and categories of intelligence work. 

Question. What about control of your 
funds? 

Answer. The Central Intelligence Agency 
budget is reviewed fully by the Bureau of 
the Budget, which requires the same assur
ances and justifications for expenditures by 
intelligence agencie-s that it requires from 
any other part of our Government. We are 
not immune from detailed examination of 
our requests by the Bureau, nor are we ex
empt from its skillful pruning knife. 

We have to go to Congress for our i"unds, 
just like other agencies. The only differ
ence is that, after our requests have been 
approved by certain special congressional 
subcommittees, the specific appropriations 
are then lumped in for passage with other 
approprlations, to deny hostile intelligence 
services information about our activities 
which would be very useful to them. We 
have meticulous auditing procedures to in
sure the tightest possible control over the 
expenditure of funds entrusted to the CIA. 

Question. In light of the recurring argu
ments about a so-called "watchdog commit
tee" :or CIA, how much information does 
Congress actually get--not your inteUigence 
reports, that is, but information about your 
activities, your budget, and so ·On? 

Answer. Ever since CIA was first estab
lished, the Director has been authorized 
and in fact directed to make complete dis
closure of CIA activities to special subcom
mittees in both the Senate and House. 

In the House, the Appropriations Com
mittee and the Armed Services Committee 
each hav.e a special subcommittee for this 
purpose. 

In the Senate, there are corresponding 
subcommittees which usually meet jointly. 

In addition, the Director reports regularly 
to the Joint Congressional Committee on 
Atomic Energy on intelligence matters in 
that field. 

Now, when I say "complete disclosure," I 
mean complete--and frequent. The CIA is 
completely responsive to their questions, no 
lllatter how sensitive. .I have discussed mat
ters with these special subcommittees which 
are so sensitive that only a small percentage 
of the personnel in CIA have access to them. 
And in case there Is any suggestion that 
these meetings are sporadic and casual: In 
my first 12 weeks as Director I found that 
I was called to 17 meetings with these con
gressional ccmmittees. Our legislative log 
for the year 1965 shows that the Director or 
his senior aides met a total of 34 times with 
the four special subcommittees. 

Question. Are they the only Congressmen 
who receive information from CIA? Intelli
:genc.e, that is, as opposed to operational 
matters? 

Answer. No, there · were also 19 other com
mittee hearings in 1965, for instance, to ob
t-ain substantive intelligence from CIA-and 
some of these hearings ran a.s long as three 
full days to cover the intelligence apprecia-
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tion of the global situation. We also fre
quently brief individual members of Con
gress. 

Let me make this distinction clear: ·I 
had authority to brief any congressional 
committee having a jurisdictional interest 
on substantive global intelligence. But-dis
cussion of CIA activities, methods, and 
sources is another matter. Public Law 80-
253 of 1947-that's the National Security 
Act-makes the Director of Central Intelli
gence exclusively responsible for protecting 
the security of the sources and methods of 
the entire intelligence community. I was 
authorized by the President and by National 
Security Council directives to discuss f'Uch 
matters only with the special subcommittees 
designated for this purpose, not with any 
others. 

PROTECTING CIA AGE NTS 

Question. Wha t is the reason for this limi
t ation? 

Answer. It is not arbitrary or bureau
cratic-we ate safeguarding the lives of 
trusted agents and our own staff people ·an 
over the world who contribute to our Gov
ernment's intelligence objectives. 

We owe it to them to take every preca u
tion to protect them-and we owe it to our 
Government to deny hostile intelligence 
services even indirect hints or the slightest 
clues which might enable them to take steps 
to blunt our intelligence operations, methods 
and sources. 

Question. Do you mean it is a question of 
security leaks? 

Answer. I prefer to say inadvertent dis
closure. Even a professional intelligence of
ficer has to be alert to draw the line between 
information which helps to evaluate or au
thenticate a piece of raw intelligence, and 
information which might point to th'3 source 
or the method we used to obtain it. The 
more people who have both types of infor
mation, the more you multiply the chance 
that somebody will overstep that line by 
accident. 

Question. How damaging can such dis
closures be? 

Answer. Well, the minute you even hint 
that you have information the other fellow 
has been trying to keep secret, it is one of the 
first principles of the art that he will do 
everything possible to locate and destroy your 
source, or disrupt your method of operation. 
If the opposition is given any clues to help 
pinpoint the source, the counterintelligence 
job is that much easier. 

INFORMATION FOR CONGRESS 

Question. Have the special CIA subcom
mittees in Congress expressed any dissatis
faction over the years that they were nQt 
getting enough information? 

Answer. We have never withheld any in
formation, substantive or operational, · from 
the four special subcommittees. On some 
occasions, in fact, they have asked us not to 
give them the identities of very sensitive 
sources, because they did not wish to know, 
and we have complied. If you refer to dis
satisfaction with the amount of information 
which we have-rather than the amount we 
give them-no professional intelligence oper
ation anywhere in the world is ever satisfied 
with the extent of its knowledge, and these 
gentlemen have been working with us long 
enough so that they have probably acquired 
this same professional dissatisfaction. 

Question. What about the effect of the 
criticism on your own personnel? 

Answer. I think it is an eloquent testi
monial to the dedication of the people in 
CIA that the criticism has not affected their 
morale. Bear in mind that, by our rules, 
tlley cannot answer, deny, or refute the ad
verse comment, even when it is patently and 
sometimes viciously false. Add to that the 
grave responsibilities for the nation's secu
rity, the pressure, the anonymity of achieve
ment, and the constant need for security 

alertness-it is a source of pride, and noth
ing short of amazement, that we keep our 
people, and keep getting more gOod ones. 

I asked recently for some statistics on how 
long our personnel had been with us. The 
answers showed that more than a quarter of 
our professional personnel-as differentiated 
from the clerical-had been with CIA more 
than 15 years, and that an asto:unding 77 per 
cent had 10 years or more of intelligence ex
perience. About 15 per cent have graduate 
degrees; 5 per cent have the doctorate. 

When you consider only the analysts who 
have the direct responsibility in headquar
ters for analysis of a foreign area, six out of 
10 of them had lived, worked or traveled 
abroad even before they came to CIA. When 
you combine all the years required for gradu
ate study, foreign experience, and then 10 to 
15 years of intelligence work, it adds up to 
an impressive depth of knowledge, compe
tence and expertise at the service of the na-
tion. . 

I have been careful to stick to percentages, 
but in actual numbers, we could easily and 
adequately staff the faculty of a university 
with our experts. In a way, we do. Many of 
those who leave us join the faculties of uni
versities and colleges. Some of our person
nel take leaves of absence to teach, and renew 
their contacts with the academic world. I 
suppose this is only fair; our energetic re
cruiting effort not only looks for the best 
young graduate students we can find, but 
also picks up a few professors from time to 
time. 

Question. What about the criticism that 
the CIA uses "dishonorable" methods? Do 
you operate on the principle that the CIA, as 
a participant in the cold war, is justified in 
adopting any measures that may be used 
by the opposing governments-"fighting fire 
with fire"? 

Answer. Let's be quite clear in our minds 
that an adversary does not go by the Marquis 
of Queensberry rules. It is a rough fight, 
and the CIA may have to be clandestine from 
time to time, but I emphatically reject the 
word "dishonorable." 

The men and women in CIA are, after all, 
Americans with the same ideals, the same 
ethics, the same moral codes as the rest of 
the nation. I have with me a copy of are
mark Secretary Rusk made to a press con
ference last winter, which I would like to 
read into your record if I may: 

"I would emphasize to you that CIA is not 
engaged in activities not known to the senior 
policy officers of the Government. But you 
should also bear in mind that beneath the 
level of public discussion, there is a tough 
struggle going on in the back alleys all over 
the world. It's a tough one, it's unpleasant, 
and no one likes it, but that is not a field 
which can be left entirely to the other side. 
And so, once in a while, some disagreeable 
things happen, and I can tell you that there 
is a good deal of gallantry and a high degree 
of competence in those who have to help us 
deal with that part of the struggle for free
dom." 

And President Johnson, when he swore me 
in as Director of Central Intelllgence on 
April 28, 1965, put it this way: 

"We have committed our lives, our prop
erty, our resources and our sacred honor to 
the freedom and peace of other men, indeed, 
to the freedom and peace of all mankind. 
We would dishonor that commitment, we 
would disgrace all the sacrifices Americans 
have made, if we were not every hour of every 
day vigilant against every threat to peace 
and freedom. That is why we have the Cen
tral Intelligence Agency." 

Question. Just what are the duties of the 
Director of CIA? 

Answer. The National Security Act of 1947 
created the position of Director of Central 
Intelligence, or DCI, for short. The DCI 
is not only the Director of CIA-he is also 

first and foremost the principal adviser on 
foreign intelligence to the President and the 
National Security Council. And he is also 
chairman of the United States Intelligence 
Board, or USIB, which brings together the 
entire intelligence community. 

Question. Now that you have just left the 
Central Intelligence Agency · after more than 
14 months as Director, what is your opinion 
of the Agency? 

Answer. Excellent. It is the finest organi
zation I have ever been associated with. The 
people at CIA are dedicated, loyal and highly 
capable. I found the Agency well up to its 
exacting requirements as our first line of 
national defense. 

AFTER DOMINICAN CRISIS 

Question. Why are you leaving now? 
Answer. When President Johnson called 

me out of retirement from Government serv
ice, I asked him first how long I would be 
needed. He told me I could serve six months, 
or a year, or as long as he was in office, or 
until I was satisfied with certain adminis
trative tasks, including, in particular, long
range planning. 

I'm taking the fourth option, but I also 
came close to the one-year hitch. Actually, 
the President had had my resignation in 
hand for about three weeks when he an
nounced it. I came in with the Dominican 
crisis; and you might say it behooved me to 
stay until peaceful elections brought a duly 
constituted Government into being. 

Question. Admiral Raborn, what are you 
going to do now? 

Answer. I plan to take a short rest and 
then return to American industry with the 
Aerojet-General Corporation. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1967-UNANIMOUS
CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President. I am 

about to make a unanimous-consent re
quest which has been cleared with the 
other side and with the chairman and 
with the ranking minority member of 
the subcommittee of the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

I ask unanimous consent that, begin
ning at 12: 15 tomorrow afternoon, when 
the agriculture appropriation bill be
comes the pending business under order 
of the Senate, there be a time limitation 
of 1 hour on each amendment, 30 min
utes to be allotted to the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee, the senior 
Senator from Florida, and the other 30 
minutes to be allotted to the proponent 
of the amendment, and that there be 1 
hour allotted on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

The unanimous-consent agreement 
was subsequently reduced to writing, as 
follows: 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Ordered, That, effective on Friday, July 15, 
1966, at the hour of 12: 15 p.m.; during the 
further consideration of, the bill (H.R. 14596) 
making appropriations for the Department of 
Agriculture and related agencies for the fis
cal year ending June 30, 1967, and for other 
purposes, debate on any amendment, mo
tion, or appeal, except a motion to lay on 
the table, shall be limited to 1 hour, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the mover 
of any such amendment or motion and the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND]: Pro
vided, That in the event the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. HoLLAND) is in favor of any such 
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amendment or motion, the time 1n opposi
tion thereto sh-all be controlled by the xrunor
ity leader or some Senator designated by 
him. 

Ordered further~ That on the question of 
the final passage of the said bill debate shall 
be limited to 1 hour, to be equally divided 
and controlled, respectively, by the majority 
and minority leaders: Provided, Th-at the said 
leaders, or either of them, may, from the time 
under their control on the passage of the said 
bill, allot additional time to any Senator dur
ing the consideration of any amendment, mo
tion, or appeal. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if 

there is no further business to come be
fore the Senate, I move, in accordance 
with the previous order, tha·t the Senate 
adjourn until noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
4 o'clock and 53 minutes p.m.) the Sen
ate adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, 
July 15, 1.966, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

I I .... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

THURSDAY, JuLY 14, 1966 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.D., offered the .following prayer: 
If any man walks in the day, he does 

not stumble because he sees the light of 
this world.-John 11: 9. 

0 God, our Father, whose mercy is 
from everlasting to everlasting and 
whose truth endureth forever, in all 
humility and reverence we bow in Thy 
presence otlering unto Thee once again 
the devotion of our hearts. Amid all the 
tratne of our ways, turmoils without, 
within, make in our hearts a quiet place 
and come and dwell therein. Sure of 
Thy presence may we face the tasks of 
this day with a dauntless courage, a 
quiet faith and with a never failing good 
will. 

In the .struggle between light and dark
ness in our time may we walk in the light 
and live in the light that we and our 
Nation may continue to be the light .of 
the world: in the Master's name we pray. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL . 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar

rington, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed a bill of the Sen
ate of the f.ollowing title; 

S. 2947. An 8/Ct to amend the Federal Water 
Pollution Contlrol Aet in order to improve and 
make more e1fective certain programs pursu
ant to such aet. 

THE 53D BffiTHDAY OF THE HONOR
ABLE GERALD R. FORD 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Wisconsin I[Mr. LAntn]. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. 'Speaker, I take this 
time to notify the House of a very 1m
portant occasion that takes place in our 
country today. In France they may be 
celebrating Bastille Day, but here we are 
celebrating GERRY FORD'S birthday. 

Born on July 14, 1913-the year, I 
do not need to remind you that the 16th 
amendment empowering Congress to levY 
and collect income taxes became law
GERRYis ·53 years old today. 

He is young and vigorous, and I am 
sure many of you recall the home run 
he hit a few years back at the annual 
congressional baseball game. And the 
responsibilities he has carried in the 89th 
Congress have not aged him so much 
that he could not do the same thing to-
day. · 

GERRY is talented. He is respected. He 
is dedicated to good government. My 
only regret .is that we do not have more 
troops on the Republican side of the 
aisle to help him celebrate his birthday 
this year. But the way he has conducted 
himself as minority leader during the 
past year and a half may very well cor
rect the situation. 

In fact, GERRY, I can think of nothing 
better to wish you as a birthday greet
ing than for you to have a whole bat
talion of new Republicans under your 
guidance in the 90th Congress. 

Ou.r friends on the other side under
standably cannot join me in this hope. 
However, I am certain they will join 
an Republicans 1n wishing you a most 
happy birthday and a successful 53d 
year. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAIRD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. I certainly could not let 
this occasion pass without extending my 
own greetings and felicitations to the 
distinguished, beloved, and able minority 
leader on the occasion of his birthday. 
I desire also to say to the House that 
while GERRY has not always been in 
agreement with political policy on this 
side of the House, he has always been 
most cooperative with the majority 
leadership in processing the business of 
the House. I do not think that there 
has been one single disagreement during 
this entire session on any important pro
cedural matter. This is as it should be. 
We are all interested in processing the 
business of the House. Of course, we 
differ .on political issues. 

Now, GERRY has done such a good job 
and has cooperated so well and has 
earned the accolades of his colleagues on 
the other .side of the House so weU that 
I think it would be in keeping with his 
performance that he should keep the 
same number of troops next year that 
he has had this year. Happy birthday, 
GERRY. 

Mr. LAffiD. I thank the distinguished 
gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. Speaker, an of us join in wishing 
you, GERRY, a very happy birthday. 

ADLAI STEVENSON 
Mr. JACOBS. Mr. 'Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, America 

lost Adlai Stevenson 1 year ago today. 
Mr ~ Speaker, I yield back the balance 

of my time. 

CURRENT STRIKE BY THE INTER
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MA
CHINISTS 
Mr. HULL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was n.o objection. 
· Mr. HULL. Mr. Speaker, the current 

strike by the International Association 
of Machinists against five major airlines 
underscores the urgent need for the es
tablishment of procedures to settle such 
disputes which paralyze our Nation's 
transportation and damage the economy. 

It no longer suffices for Congressmen 
to wring their hands and extend their 
sympathies to the hundreds of thousands 
of people who have been seriously incon
venienced by this strike. It accomplishes 
little to assign culpability to the union 
or the airline companies. This will not 
reclaim the profits lost by the airlines or 
pu.t lost paychecks back into the pockets 
of airline employees. 

Trans World Airlines, one of the af
fected companies, is headquartered in 
my congressional district and has been 
forced to furlough 5,700 employees in the 
Kansas City area, a disastrous blow to 
the economy of that area. This involves 
the dilution .of TWA's $3,600,000 payroll 
tn the Kansas City area. 

I have received a telegram from Mayor 
nus W. Davis of Kansas City, who states: 

The National .Association of Machinists' 
strlke against the five major airlines is sub
stantially affecting the business and econ
omy of the Greater Kansas City area. I 
know that you are concerned about this 
national emergency and I hope that you, 
in your legislative role and collectively with 
your colleagues, wlll take every possible ac
tion to bring this national crisis to an early 
.and successful conclusion. 

In a separate communication, l have ad
vised the President of the United States of 
my interest in this matter for I am con
vinced that thts should be a con<:ern of all 
levels and divisions of -government. I want 
you to know that this omce stands willing 
to be of assistance in resolving this serious 
labor dispute. 

What is needed immediately is an end 
to the strike, followed by establishment 
of procedures to guarantee that such 
strikes, so injurious to the national in
terest, do not recur. 

AIRLINE STRIKE 
Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 1 minute, and to re
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there ob]eetion 
to the request of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? 

There was no oblectlon. 
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Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr. 

Speaker I want to associate myself with 
the rem~rks made by the distinguished 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. HULL] 
concerning this uncalled for and unwar-
ranted airline strike. . 

This is one of the most classic ex
amples of irresponsibility _I haye ever 
witnessed in my 26 years m this Co?
gress. The excuse that the papers write 
for calling this strike is that the leaders 
of this walkout do not like the prot?-t 
that is made by the airlines. The Presi
dent's panel recommended a 3.2 percent 
raise for these employees, but this was 
of no avail. Now the employees do not 
even want to go to the conference table. 

This strike is costly to the military and 
it is costing us untold millions of dollars. 
at a time when air service is critical, to 
say nothing of the millions of people who 
are cut off in their respective towns and 
hamlets across this great Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot sit on our 
hands much longer and fail to respond 
to the demands of the American people 
that this farce be called off so that t?-is 
really tragic situation will cease to exist. 
Let the interested parties get together 
around the bargaining table, especially 
at this time when we are in the midst of 
a terrible war. If not, then the Con
gress-in the national interes~must 
act. 

SOLDIER IS BEATEN AND ROBBED 
WHILE ONLOOKERS CHEER 

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimou~ consent to ad
dress the House for 1 mmute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. ~r. 

Speaker and Members of the. House, m 
last night's issue of the Evenmg Star, I 
read a very disturbing story, under a 
Chicago AP dateline, as follows: 

SOLDIER Is BEATEN AND ROBBED WHn.E 
ONLOOKERS CHEER 

CHICAGo.-A soldier stationed in Chicago 
was beaten and robbed aboard a subway train 
yesterday while detectives said, 25 passengers 
cheered his assailant. 

The victim is Richard Bloomfield, 25, an 
Army specialist fourth class assigned to. a 
nike base on the South Side. His home is m 
Portsmouth, Ohio. 

He was treated in a hospital where stitches 
were taken in a cut above his right eye. 

Two Chicago Transit Authority detectives, 
Charles Berglund and Joseph Ezerski, came 
into the subway car while Bloomfield was 
being assaulted. 

"We had to draw our guns on the whole 
crowd," Berglund said. "We had no choice. 
They were all chanting-cheering on the as
sailant." 

The detectives seizes James Person, 18, 
who was charged with robbery and batt.ery. 

The soldier is white; Person is a Negro. 

Mr. Speaker, today I am introducing 
a bill to make it a Federal offense to as
sault a man in uniform · without justifi
cation. If we can have such a law ap
plicable to those who assault civil right:B 
workers certainly we ought to have It 
availabl~ to men who wear the uniform 
of their country. 

NEAT TIMING OF TWO RELEASES 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I would like to comment on ~wo 
stories which appeared in our mormng 
newspapers. I refer to the statement by 
the Solicitor General that the Director 
of the FBI Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, was re
sponsible for the illegal bugging of a 
hotel room in the city of Washington, 
and the release by the State Department 
of an attempt by two Czechcfllovak dip
lomats to plant a listening device in the 
State Department. 

Now it may be, Mr. Speake~, that the 
appearance of these two stones at the 
same time is totally coincidental. But I 
think it is more than passing strange 
that the two releases were so neatly 
timed. Indeed :.. wonder whethe!" the spy 
story would h~ve appeared at this time 
if it had not been for the image-dam
aging aspects of the statement by the 
Solicitor General. It is common knowl
edge that Mr. Hoover is a master of the 
art of public relations. This is a valu
able asset to any public figure. But I 
most seriously question the release of 
information, of potential consequence to 
our own intelligence and security opera· 
tions, for the purpose of "blanketing" a 
negative story about Mr. Hoover. 

AIRLINE STRIKE 
Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, the 

current airline strike has seriously af
fected individual plans and economic 
and other activity in the Nation and in 
my congressional district in Kansas 
City, Mo. One of the affected carriers, 
TWA has headquarters there. Indeed, 
its p~yroll is one of the largest in the 
Fifth Missouri District. Consequently, 
I am eager to see the strike settled. As 
always in such a situation the emotions 
which are high on both sides f'\ring more 
fog than -light to the issues in dispute. 
The basic ingredient in the formula for 
indus!;rial peace is determined good
faith bargaini:o.g on both sides. As a 
private citizen and public servant I urge 
this upon both parties. 

A 12-MILE FISHING ZONE ABSO
LUTELY ESSENTIAL 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, a few min
utes ago I received a long distance tele
phone call from representatives of Pacific 
Northwest fishermen; they informed me 
that a Russian fishing fleet consisting of 
119 vessels is now fishing around the 
Columbia River Lightship, which is 4% 
miles off the mouth of the Columbia 
River. 

Mr. Speaker, our fishermen have made 
great sacrifices and limited their fishing 
in order to try and conserve fishery re
sources. But, when a foreign fishing 
fleet comes in close to our shore all this 
sacrifice is in vain. 

I am joining other Representatives in 
Congress from the Pacific Northwest and 
urging the President and our State De
partment to request the Soviet Union. to 
withdraw this fishing fleet. Meanwhile, 
it becomes more and more evident that 
a 12-mile fishing zone such as would be 
established by legislation now before 
Congress is absolutely essential. 

GREAT SOCIETY CATALOG OF 
CATALOGS 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, the Fed

eral Government has become so fat with 
layers of confusing, conflicting bureauc
racy, so entwined in repetitive red tape, 
and so involved in cross-purpose plan
ning and programing between the De
partments that the Congress has found 
it necessary to publish a "Catalog of Fed
eral Aids to State and Local Govern
ments." Now, apparently, this congres
sional publication is inadequate in the 
omnipotent eyes of the Great Society 
planners and we find the Departments 
coming up with their individual versions 
of what the Federal "wish book" should 
be. So far I have discovered two and feel 
confident that if others are not already 
in existence they are now being con
ceived. 

The Office of Economic Opportunity 
has published a "Catalog of Federal P~o
grams for Individual and Commumty 
Improvement." It covers all of the de
partment and agency programs offered 
by the Federal Government. The De
partment of Commerce's pride was 
dented because OEO chose to advertise 
programs outside of its bailiwick and has 
countered with their own "Handbook of 
Federal Aid to Communities" including 
a · section in their catalog on Sergent 
Shriver's poverty war. 

Mr. Speaker, at this rate it will not 
be long before we will all need a Fed
eral catalog to catalog the catalogs. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I. ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Rules may have until midnight to
night to file a report on the bill H.R. 
15111. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla
homa? 

There was no objection. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON SMALL 
BUSINESS 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous co.;Jsent that the Select Com
mittee on Small Business may sit during 
general debate during the week of July 
18. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla
homa? 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving t~e 
right to object, has this request for an 
entire week been cleared with the minL. r
lty Members? 

Mr. ALBERT. The memorandum 
which was sent to me indicates it was 
cleared with the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. MoORE]. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, under these 
circumstances, I withdraw my reserva
tion. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objectivn to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla
homa? 

There was no objection. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, while I am 

on my feet I make the point of order 
that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I mov~ a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Baring 
Bell 
Blatnik 
Casey 
Celler 
Clark 
Conable 
Conyers 
Corman 
Cunningham 
delaGarza 
Diggs 
Edwards, La. 
Ellsworth 
Evins, Tenn. 

(Roll No. 163] 
Farnsley 
Flynt 
Fraser 
Grider 
Hansen, Wash. 
Harsha 
Hathaway 
Hays 
Herlong 
King, N.Y. 
Mathias 
Matsunaga 
Mills 
Morris 
Murray 

O'Neal, Ga. 
Powell 
Rivers, Alaska 
Scott 
Senner 
Stephens 
Teague, Tex. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Toll 
Trimble 
VanDeerlin 
White, Idaho 
Whitten 
Willis 
Young 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 388 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

AMEND DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
PRACTICAL NURSES' LICENSING 
ACT 
Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H.R. 8337) to 
amend the District of Columbia Practical 
Nurses' Licensing Act, and for other pur
poses, with a Senate amendment thereto, 
and concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 

· Page 1, line 11, after "Virginia" insert 
", and shall include those areas adjacent to 
the District of Columbia wi-thin a radius of 
thirty miles from the United States Capitol 
Building". 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, the 
purpose of this bill is to amend the Dis
trict of Columbia Practical Nurses' Li
censing Act-Public Law 86-708, effec
tive as of July 29, 1961-so as to permit 
the licensing without any written exami
nation of an applicant otherwise quali
fied to be a licensed practical nurse, who, 
for the year immediately preceding the 
effective date of this act, has resided in 
the District of Columbia and been ac
tively engaged in caring for the sick in 
the Washington Metropolitan area. 

The bill as passed by the House de
fines the "Washington Metropolitan 
area" as "that area comprising the Dis
trict of Columbia, Montgomery and 
Prince Georges Counties, Md., the 
counties of Arlington and Fairfax, Va., 
and the cities of Alexandria, Falls 
Church, and Fairfax, Va." 

The Senate amended this definition by 
adding the words "and shall include 
those areas adjacent to the District of 
Columbia within a radius of 30 miles 
from the U.S. Capitol Building." 

The Senate Committee on the District 
of Columbia stated in its report that cer
tain portions of nearby counties in Mary
land and Virginia would not qualify un
der the House definition even though 
they are located geographically much 
closer than · some portions of the im- . 
mediately adjacent counties now in
cluded in the definition. 

For this reason the committee was of 
the view that a radius mileage defini
tion should be included as part of the 
definition in order to establish a more 
uniform geographical definition of 
"metropolitan area" for the purposes of 
this act. 

This bill passed the House without ob
jection, and the House Committee on the 
District of Columbia concurs in the Sen-
ate amendment. . 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was con

curred in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

ESTABLISH THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA BAIL AGENCY 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill (H.R. 15860) to 
establish the District of Columbia Bail 
Agency, and for other purposes, with 
Senate amendments thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ments, as follows: 
Page 3, lines l and 2, strike out "3 (a) ( 1)" 

and insert "3 ( 1) ." 
Page 7, line 5, after "necessary" insert ", 

but not to exceed $130,000 in any one fiscal 
year,". 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, the 
purpose of H.R. 15860 as amended is to 
create a fact-gathering-and-reporting 
agency to provide to any judicial officer 
as defined in the bill, in the District of 
Columbia reports containing verified in
formation concerning any person about 
whom the judicial officer is to make a 
bail determination. 

The Senate added two amendments. 
One is a technical amendment. The 
other would limit the sums authorized 
to be appropriated to carry out the pur
poses of the bill to "not to exceed $130,-
000 in any one fiscal year." 

This limitation amply covers the esti
mated annual costs of operating the 
District of Columbia Bail Agency created 
by the act, as established by the testi
mony before the House Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

This bill passed the House without ob
jection, and the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia concurs in the Senate 
amendments. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments were con

curred in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. · 

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the House 
Committee on Public Works may have 
until midnight Saturday to file a report 
on H.R. 13290. 

Mr. ·CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman indicate what the bill is. 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. This is the high
way safety bill, Mr. CRAMER. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of · the gentleman from 
nunois? 

There was no objection. 

THE SHOCKING, HEINOUS CRIME IN 
CHICAGO 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER . . Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, this 

heinous crime that occurred in Chicago 
shocks all of us. Above all it highlights 
the fact that we do not know enough 
about the root causes for these horrible 
crimes to prevent their occurrence or 
apprehend the perpetrators. 

Mr. Speaker, this crime highlights the 
desperate inadequacy of present Federal 
efforts to assist State and local law en
forcement agencies to meet the problem 
of crimes of violence, a problem which, 
qualitatively and quantitatively defies 
our existing laws, the present state of our 
knowledge, and the resources we are ap
plying to the problem of crime on our 
streets and in our homes. 
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The Federal Government is now 

spending about $23 billion a year in re
search. We are spending a billion dol
lars a year to support the National Insti
tute of Health, alone. We are spending 
more in the National Institutes of Health 
program to study dental decay than the 
entire Federal effort in the study of the 
moral decay which produces these ap
palling and horrifying crimes. -

Instead of spending somewhere be
tween $13 million and $15 million a year 
in studying the causes and nature of 
crime on the streets of this country, and 
developing more effective measures of 
crime prevention and criminal law en
forcement, we should be spending at 
least $100 million a year on this problem. 

We must galvanize our efforts-our 
scientific knowledge-our best brains in 
the field of criminology, sociology, and 
the communications sciences, and bring 
these resources and talents to bear upon 
the problem of crime in our neighbor
hoods. 

The cities and States cannot go it 
alone; none of them have the resources 
to make a meaningful attack on the 
problem. The effort that the Federal 
Government is making toward helping 
States and municipalities across the 
country is shockingly and shamefully in
adequate, and this horrifying episode 
highlights that fact. 

Mr. Speaker this is why I introduced 
a measure, H.R. 14416 to establish a Na
tional Institute of Crime Prevention 

-and Detection, with an initial annual 
budget of $100 million. Such a definitive 
program would finally place the Federal 
Government forcefully and effectively 
behind the effort to harness existing 
scientific knowledge to crime prevention 
and law enforcement, and to direct 
major professional and research skills, 
organized on an interdisciplinary basis, 
to developing the knowledge we need to 
devise new tools, new methods and pro
cedures, and new laws to bring tranquil
lity and security to every American street 
and every American home. 

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1966 
Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for .the further con
sideration of the bill <H.R. 15750) to 
amend further the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, as amended, and for other 
purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved . it
self . irito the Committee of the Whole 
IjO:l;lSe on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill H.R. 
15750, with Mr. PRICE in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAffiMAN. When the Commit

tee rose on yesterday the Clerk had read 
through section 101, endi.ng on line 7, 
page 2 of the bill. , · 

If there are no amendments to· this 
section, the Clerk will read. . 

The Clerk read as follows: 
CHAPTER 2-DEVELOPM:ENT ASSISTANCE 
Title !-Development Loan Fund -· 

SEc. 102. Title_ I of chapter 2 of pad; I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended, which relates to the Development 
Loan Fund, is amended as follows: 

(a) Section 201(b), which relates to gen
eral authority, is amended by inserting after 
the second sentence thereof the following 
new sentence: "In carrying out this title, 
the President shall seek to encourage each 
recipient country to improve its climate for 
private investment as a necessary element in 
economic development." 

(b) Section 202(a), which relates to au
thorization for the Development Loan Fund, 
is amended as follows: 

(1) Strike out "$1,200,000,000" and all that 
follows down through "succeeding fiscal 
years" and insert in lieu thereof "$1,000,-
000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1967 
through 1971". 

(2) In the second prqviso, strike out 
"June 30, 1965, and June 30, 1966" and in
sert in lieu thereof "June 30, 1967, through 
June 30, 1971". 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PURCELL 

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PURCELL: On 

page 2, immediately after line 12, insert the 
following: 

"(a) Strike out the first sentence of sec
tion 201 (b), which relates to general au
thority, and insert in lieu thereof the follow
ing: 

"'(b) The President is authorized to make 
loans 'payable as to principal and interest in 
United States dollars upon such terms and 
conditions as the President may determine 
except that the length of such loans shall_ 
not exceed twenty-five years nor shall the 
grace period of such loans exceed five years. 
Such loans shall be utilized to promote eco
nomic development of less developed, friend
ly countries, and areas, with emphasis upon 
assisting long-range plans and programs de
signed to develop economic resources and in
crease productive capacities.' " 

And redesignate the following subsections 
accordingly. 

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment deals with section 201 (b) of 
the Foreign Assistance Act dealing with 
general authority under the Development 
Loan Fund. Specifically, it would limit 
the maximum terms for development 
loans to 25 years and the maximum grace 
period to 5 years. At the proper time 
I will offer a similar amendment to sec
tion 251<a) which would have the same 
effect on Alliance for Progress' loans. 

The existing law permits the President 
to make loans "payable as to principal 
and. interest in U.S. dollars on-such terms 
and conditions as he may determine." 
In actual practice, the Agency for Inter
national Development has extended loans 
on terms-generally of 40 years' duration, 
with a 10-year grace period. The inter
est charged is 1 percent during the grace 
period and 2% percent thereafter . . 

Mr. Chairman, my interest in this mat
ter has greatly increased with the pas
sage by the House of the food-for-free
dom bill. This bill, as I explained in a 
letter to all Members of the House yes
terday, ties the terms of dollar credit 
sales under PUblic Law 480 to section 201 
of the Foreign Assistance Act. 

Under title IV of Public Law 480, the 
terms since 1960 have been 20 years with 
a 2-year grace period. Over $1 billion 
in title IV sales have been made, often 
on terms harder than this. During the 
markup of the food-for-freedom bill, the 
Committee on Agriculture voted 21 to 12 
to limit dollar-credit sales to this 20-year 
term with a 2-year grace period. 

It was argued that this would discrimi
nate against the farmer to require that 
his products be sold on a 20-year term 
while U.S. manufacturers are selling 
their products on 40-year terms under 
the current foreign aid program. So, on 
June 9, the House voted 193 to 165 to put 
Public Law 480 dollar-credit sales on the 
same terms as foreign aid. 

I favor, and I think a number of my 
colleagues in the Agriculture Committee 
favor, a revision of all foreign aid 
terms-Public Law 480 and dollar for
eign ec·onomic assistance-to a maxi
mum of 25 years with a 5-year grace 
period. 

This shorter grace period will be of 
real benefit to the U.S. balance of pay
ments. I think this is a most important 
consideration in view of our many long
term commitments abroad, including 
Vietnam. At the same time, when we 
look at what other nations are doing in 
their economic assistance programs, 
these terms I propose are still very lib
eral. They provide a sufficient repay
ment period if there is any realistic 
prospect for repayment. 

The argument most often used against 
more realistic repayment policies such as 
I am proposing is that of the growing 
debt burdens of the less developed coun
tries. We should not, in our efforts to 
help other countries, forget our own debt 
burden. Our balance-of-payments prob
lem is serious. We have had a deficit in 
every year since 1950 with the single 
exception of 1957. And this problem is 
showing little, if any, improvement. 

As I explained in my letter of yester
day in some detail, what we are now do
ing is making it possible for the less de
veloped countries to use the foreign ex
change it earns to repay their existing 
hard-term debts, both public and private, 
to the European countries, Canada, 
Japan, and the World Bank. I believe it 
is not good policy for us to supply large 
amounts of extended credits while the 
other industrialized, capital-exporting 
countries are repaid on their hard credits. 

This Nation is virtually alone in ex
tending such long-term credits as 40 
years with a 10-year grace period. In 
1964, the United States made 98 percent 

. of all loans of 40 years or more. 
The weighted average maturity of loan 

commitments of the Organization for 
Economic Cooperation and Development 
countries, exclusive· of the United States, 
in 1964 was about 17 years. The U.S. 
weighted average maturity was 33 years. 
· · Mr. Chairman, I conclude that a 25-
year term with a 5-year grace period is 
substantially more liberal . than what the 
other developed nations of the world are 
presently extending. They are liberal 
enough if aid funds are being used effi
ciently and ·economically. The shorter 
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grace period would assist our very seri
ous balance-of-payments situation. 
Hopefully, these sounder terms would 
foster a greater sense of responsibility 
and urgency in the governments of the 
less developed countries concerning the 
utilization of foreign assistance. Mr. 
Chairman, I urge adoption of my amend
ment. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PURCELL. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. FINDLEY. The gentleman has 
presented an amendment or has indi
cated that he will do so. Would the gen
tleman clarify what the terms of the 
amendment are or would -be? I under
stand there would be a 5-year grace pe
riod. What would be the interest rate 
beyond the 5-year period? 

Mr. PURCELL. Three percent. 
Mr. PINDLEY. Three percent inter

est. I thank the gentleman. 
The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Texas has expired. 
Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Chair

man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman may be permitted to proceed 
for 2 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I was 
about to make a reservation of objection, 
but I am not going to object to the 
present request. Time will be short to
day, and I think the House should pro
ceed in regular order. If there are any 
further requests for time, I am going to 
object. 

The CHAffiMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for 2 additional minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Chair

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PURCELL. I yield to the gentle

man from Indiana. 
Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. I certainly 

want to compliment the gentleman. As 
the ranking minority member on the 
Subcommittee on Foreign Operations of 
the Committee on Agriculture, I would 
like to say that we have carefully con
sidered Public Law 480 since its inception, 
and I wish to commend the gentleman 
from Texas for his amendment and ex
press the hope that it will be adopted. It 
is a timely amendment, and one that is 
sorely needed. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Chairman, w111 the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PURCELL. I yield to the gentle
man from Kansas. 

Mr. DOLE. I wish to commend the 
gentleman from Texas for indicating that 
he will offer an amendment as he indi
cated at the proper time. As the gentle
man knows, the subject was a very im
portant controversy when we considered 
the food-for-freedom program. I think 
it is a worthwhile and needed amend
ment. 

Mr. PURCELL. I thank my colleague. 
In order that the House Members may 
understand, I have now offered an 
amendment. If it is necessary to do this 
totally, it will take another amendment. 

But I have now before the House an 
amendment. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New Jersey is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. While I certainly 
cannot but stand against the gentle
man~s amendment, the question never
theless is not on the real interest yields 
themselves. The question is whether or 
not we want to help these people, whether 
or not we want to make these loans. 
The programs we had for many years 
were primarily on a grant basis. We 
have shifted from the grant basis onto 
dollar repayable loans. 

The issue is whether or not we can 
make realistic repayment loans, as the 
gentleman said. The fact of the matter 
is that if realistic bankable loans could 
be made, and those loans could be ap
plied for at the Export-Import Bank. 
There are financial institutions struc
tured to make realistic loans where re
payment capability is not the significant 
factor. 

The problem is, why should we make a 
loan so difficult that it cannot be repaid? 
At that point, then we either have to ex
tend the terms or move toward a posi
tion where the countries themselves can
not pay at all and they go into default. 

The whole purpose of this is whether 
or not we can make loans that are loans 
that these countries can handle. While 
the gentleman's amendment is certainly 
worthwhile and motivated in the right di
rection, the fact of the matter is that 
we have a choice either to make these 
loans or to get back onto a grant basis. 

The will of the House down through 
the years has been to get away from 
grants and to get onto loans. These 
loans are sufficiently :flexible so that they 
can be tailored to a nations ability to re
pay. The question is whether the United 
States will try to make loans and adjust 
those terms to the future abilities of the 
countries to pay. For these reasons, I 
urge that this amendment be defeated. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the proposal of this 
amendment points out some of the diffi
culties which some people may want to 
approve of-the diversification of for
eign policy among committees. I do 
not see any particular virtue of fixing a 
foreign policy by the Agricultural Com
mittee, but it is their prerogative since 
that law happens to come under their 
jurisdiction. But it does point up the 
fact that the action of that committee 
puts it into competition with a good pro
gram operating under the foreign aid 
program. There is no logic in this, that 
because they seek to change that pro
gram, that a good program working 
under the foreign aid program ought to 
be changed. That logic is not necessarily 
oorrect. 

As a matter of fact, all Development 
Loan Funds are repayable in dollars, and 
AID makes most of its loans on mini
mum terms set by Congress in 1964-1 
percent during a 10-year grace period, 
and 2% percent for the remaining 30 

years. AID makes loans on harder 
terms to countries which are able to 
pay the costs. For example, to Israel 
we lent $4 million for development of its 
telephone system, with loan terms of 
3% percent for 20 years, with a 5-year 
grace period. 

I do not see any virtue in removing the 
:flexibility which exists under this pro
gram. Furthermore, last year at the 
request of this Congress, we made a 
study of the relation of loan-terms and 
debt burden on the development of coun
tries. That was called the "Loan-Term, 
Debt Burden and Development" study. 
It documented the mounting foreign debt 
burden of many underdeveloped coun
tries and concluded that hard term 
credit made it not only difficult for the 
United States to attain its objectives, but 
in the long run would be of greater cost 
to the United States in attaining the ob
jectives and furthering programs for 
growth. 

Further, by hardening the credit terms, 
it would be self-defeating, particularly 
in the case where we have had, since 
1946, $32.8 billion in loans and have re
payable on those loans $12.5 billion. 

So, having shifted the emphasis from 
grants and putting it on terms which, 
yes, are soft, but on which repayment 
has been good, and having achieved our 
objectives at the best net cost to the 
United States, I see no logic in saying 
that just because some members of the 
Agriculture Committee thinks this is good 
for the food for peace program, it ought 
to be good for the Development Loan 
Fund. 

I submit, under the evidence we have, 
the amendment ought to be defeated. 

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Chairman, w111 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FASCELL. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. PURCELL. I believe the gentle
man misunderstood what my statement 
at least intended. 

The Committee on Agriculture became 
interested in this problem because of its 
connection-and I believe perfectly logic
ally-with the Public Law 480 program. 
At one time the Committee on Agricul
ture did vote to put in a 20-year limita
tion for the Public Law 480 program. 
That action was reversed by the House, 
and the present language in the food
for-freedom program or bill sets the 
terms for that program to be exactly 
whatever the foreign aid terms are. 

I realize it is not always a compliment 
to be on the House Committee on Agri
culture, but I do not believe it prohibits 
me from a license to come before this 
body and to ask that this body consider 
the ideas of those of us who have gone 
into some detail in regard to our foreign 
aid program as it is connected with food. 

Mr. FASCELL. I certainly meant not 
to cast any reflection either on the gen
tleman or on the committee. I know he 
and they are sincere, dedicated, and 
knowledgeable. 

Certainly we have a right to consider 
the proposal, as was done in the original 
food-for-peace program. We do have, 
from a practical standpoint, some divi
sion with respect to the setting of foreign 
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policy in the two programs; one, Public 
Law 480, in the Committee on Agricul
ture, and the other in our committee. 

I believe the House wisely settled that 
policy by trying to put the two together 
and leaving the policy questions funda
mentally with the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. ' 

Mr. PURCELL. I have no argument 
with that in any way. I merely wish to 
convince those who are on the Foreign 
Affairs Committee that we on the Com
mittee on Agriculture are not arguing 
about jurisdiction. 

I am for the bill. I have been for every 
foreign aid bill which has come up since 
I have been in the Congress. I intend 
to vote for this bill, whether it does or 
does not include this amendment. 

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentleman 
for calling my attention to his purpose. 

Mr. PURCELL. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment and 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I do so reluctantly, be
cause I know the gentleman from Texas 
has been a supporter of this bill over a 
period of years. 

I should like to repeat what the gentle
man from New Jersey said. The basic 
reason for having an economic aid bill 
is to enable the United States to· assist 
countries to improve the condition of 
their people. Those countries cannot do 

- that with their own resources. We must 
have some. flexibility in adjusting terms 
of repayment on these loans so that the 
conditions which confront the borrow
ing country 5 or 10 years from now can 
be considered. 

When Public Law 480 first came before 
the Congress there was a jurisdictional 
question as to whether the bill should 
be referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs or whether it should go to the 
Committee on Agriculture. It was re
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Many of us may lose sight of the 
fact that 50 percent of our foreign eco
nomic aid program involves agriculture 
and agricultural surpluses. So the Com
mittee on Agriculture has a lot to say 
about the direction of foreign policy by 
virtue of its control over Public Law 480 
and the food-for-peace program. 

During our hearings the American 
Farm Bureau Federation appeared. The 
Farm Bureau is one of the most out
standing farm organizations in the coun
try, Mr. John Lynn, legislative director, 
said this: 

Last year-

And again this year-
we recommended that the authorization and 
appropriation for Food-for-Peace (P.L. 480) 
be transferred from the Department of Agri
culture to AID. 

It is clear that the so-called Food-for
Peace program is for all practicf!,l purposes a 
foreign aid program. It has become an tin
portant tool of foreign policy and has be
come less and less a surplus disposal opera
tion. Agricultural commodity aid provided 
through ·P.L. 480 represented nearly 50 per
cent of total net U.S. economic a.i.d supplies 
to underdeveloped countries in the last few 
years. 

We see the Committee on AgricUlture 
has an important influence over the mak
ing of the foreign policy. 

I say if we put the gentleman's amend
ment in the bill we take away an impor
tant element of flexibility in this regard. 
The program has worked very well, as 
the gentleman from Florida has pointed 
out, over a period of years. These loans 
are working very well-it would be a 
mistake to interfere with it. 

This has been a successful program. 
It has been a program that was recom
mended by President Eisenhower first iii 
1957 on a soft loan basis to be financed 
in part with local currencies. Then in 
1961 we made them hard dollar loans. 
Not all of the loans are for a 40-year 
period. Some of them are for 20 years, 
and some of .them are 5- and 10-year 
loans, but this flexibility niust remain if 
we are going to be successful in helping 
the underdeveloped countries. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman is spend
ing his time discussing a jurisdictional 
fight, but the issue here is whether the 
House will reduce the grace period to · 5 
years and the total loan period to 25 
years. 

Mr. MORGAN. I wanted to tell the 
House that the Committee of Agriculture 
now controls about 50 percent of the for
eign aid program. Therefore, I think 
that the jurisdiction over the food-for
peace program should be moved back 
into the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
where it belongs. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike thelast word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to com
mend the cbairman of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs for making that state
ment which many of us have been argu
ing for years. This is exactly what 
should be the case. It was ridiculous in 
those past debates on foreign aid that 
we did not relate them to Public Law 480. 
Hopefully, the Congress will get around 
to this much-needed coordination. 

However, I took the floor today be
cause yesterday I was pointing up what 
I felt was the failure of the committee, 
that is, our House Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, to give appropriate attention to 
the report of the Advisory Committee 
on Private Enterprise in Foreign Aid 
dated July 1965. I was calling attention 
to the fact that we, in the present de
bate, were not giving it proper attention. 
Second, I was calling attention to the 
fact that the AID organization had not 
given it proper attention. This morning, 
completely out of the blue as far as I am 
concerned, I received two letters, one 
from the Catholic Charities, Diocese of 
Kansas City-St. J-oseph, signed by Father 
Lawrence J. McNamara, enclosing a let-. 
ter to him of June 29, 1966, from Bishop 
Swanstrom, executive director, Catholic 
Relief Services, National Catholic Wel
fare Conference, 350 Fifth Avenue, New 
York, N.Y., pointing up in :a. much more 
forceful way what I have been trying to 
point out and thought was . accurate. 
However, of course, I am limited in my 

anility to dig into these matters. ram 
going to put both letters into the RECORD 
at this point. They read as follows: ' 
Hon. THOMAS B. CURTIS, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CURTIS: There is one 
other legislative matter which is of tre
mendous personal interest to me. 

I am not thinking at the moment of any 
one particular bill as much as I am of the 
relationship between the Agency .for Inter
national Development (AID) and the vol
untary agencies cooperating with the Gov
ernment in the Food for Peace program. 

There are some serious problems that seem 
to be arising for' the voluntary agencies-in 
fact, for the total effort on the part of the 
United States to confront the problem of 
world hunger and to develop deep friend
ships with the governments and peoples of 
undeveloped nations. I am enclosing 
some excerpts from a letter recently received 
from Bishop Edward Swanstrom, the Execu
tive Director of Catholic Relief Services-Na
tional Catholic Welfare Conference. 

In the excerpt from Bishop Swanstrom's 
letter, mention is made of the report sub
mitted by a special Task Force to the Ad
visory Committee on Voluntary Foreign Aid 
of AID. Bishop Swanstrom seems to feel 
strongly that this Task Force report has 
received very limited circulation in the Gov
ernment. He is "on top of" the situation 
on a day by day basis and is one of the 
best advised people in the world in terms 
of the problems of undeveloped nations and 
the American effort to participate in solving 
those problems. I have unquestioned con
fidence in his observation that AID has given 
little or no indication of the fact that this 
report even exists. 

I have read the report in detail and would 
very much like to see it put into effect by 
AID. An expression of interest from your
self along similar· lines would be a really big 
help to the hungry people of the world, to 
the voluntary agencies-and to the United 
States. I earnestly ask you for whatever 
word of encouragement or support you can 
give in the right places to the effect that 
you would like to see the recommendation 
·of this report put into effect. 

Copies of the report probably are available 
from AID. They are surely available from 
the Most Reverend Edward E. Swanstrom, 
Executive Director, Catholic Relief Services, 
National Catholic Welfare Conference, 350 
Fifth Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10001. 

Very truly yours, 
Father LAWRENCE J. McNAMARA. 

CATHOLIC RELIEF SERVICES, 
NATIONAL CATHOLIC WELFARE CONFERENCE, 

New York, N.Y., June 29,1966. 
Rev. LAWRENCE J. McNAMARA, 
Catholic Charities, 
Kansas City, Mo. 

DEAR FATHER McNAMARA: First of all I want 
to express to you the very deep appreciation 
of my associates and myself fo:c.. your invalu
able help and cooperation in the promotion 
of this year's Bishops' Fund for Overseas 
Relief campaign. I have been told that it is 
already evident that the proceeds this year 
will surpass anything in the past. We will 
not know the full result until the Bishops' 
meeting in the fall when all the reports will 
be in, but it will not surprise me if the total 
reaches over $8,000,000 this year. I say it 
won't surprise_ me-first of all because of the 
tremendous help you offered us, and secondly 
because of the concern I know there was at 
the time for the situation in Viet Nam and 
India and other sorely tried areas around 
the globe. May God bless you for your 
generosity and ·kindness. 

During .the meetings to p:-omote the cam
paign, those Directors who were there will 
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recall that I indicated. that there may be 
times when you can be very helpful t<> us 
by bringing some of our concerns to the 
attention of your representatives in 
Congress. 

If you have an opportunity to review the 
enclosed report, it will point out to you a 
problem which now faces all of the volun
tary agencies in the foreign relief field who 
participate in the Food for Peace program 
by distributing American commodities to 
the needy overseas. It is a report prepared 
by a special task force appointed by the 
Advisory Committee on Voluntary Foreign 
Aid of the Agency for International Develop
ment, Washington, to- study the problems 
relating to our partnership, with the United 
States Government. The report would seem 
to indicate' that we have not been too suc
cessful recently in interpreting some of our 
problems to those who administer our gov~ 
ernmental agencies. It is our feeling that 
unless some of the procedures, policies and 
regulations under which voluntary agencies 
accept governmental support are drastically 
revised, it will become more and more diffi
cult for us to continue to participate ade
quately in the Food for Peace program. 

The Advisory Committee's task force seems 
to recognize this when it points out that 
the voluntary agencies find themselves over
audited, required to conform with unen
forceable and unrealistic regulations, em
barrassed by intermittent food availabilities 
and harassed for the payment of claims for 
"misuses" or program irregularities beyond 
their control. Perhaps, most unfortu.nately, 
voluntary agencies, like· our own, are begin
ning to reap a back-swell of resentment 
from the leaders of the private sector over
seas, harmful not only to their own interests 
and objectives, but to those of the-American 
people as a whole. 

Volagencies must be accorded a radically 
different type of relationship if they are to 
preserve their integrity. Pyramiding govern
mental regulations, which almost completely 
becloud voluntary agency philosophy, have 
strained the partnership between govern
ment and the volagency to the point cf 
almost total collapse. 

Frankly, we need your help to bring this 
matter to the attention of those who repre
sent you in Congress. The task force report 
has received but limited circulation in gov
ernment. Only a few days ago I took it upon 
myself to send copies of it to all the members 
of -the Senate and House Committees on Agri
culture, the Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations and the House Committee on For
eign Affairs. So far as volagencies are con
cerned, AID has given little or no indication 
of the fact that this report even exists. 

You can help us to put the recommenda
tions of this report into action. Since you 
believe in people-to-people programs insti
tuted and conducted' on the basis of human 
need as contrasted with govemment-to-gov
ernment programs necessarily intertwined 
with politics and other pressures, we urge 
that you make known your support of the 
task force repo.rt. 

With every kindest personal wish, 
Sincerely you~ 

EDWARD E. SWANSTROM, 
Executive Director. 

So far as both agencies are concerned, 
the AID has given little or no indication 
of the fact that this report of the 
advisory committee even exists. The 
bishop points out in this letter that he, 
on his own initiative. sent copies of this 
report to all the members of the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs: and of the 
Committee on Agriculture, because he 
felt that these recommendations were so 
important. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I can personally 
testify that it took my office over 2 weeks 

to obtain a copy of this report. And, 
£ertainly, L know AID in its own report 
which I read into the RECORD~ devotes 
only one little paragraph, 1n a document 
of some 267 pages long, one little para
graph, telling that there 1s this commit
tee; that it did make a report, that it has 
made recommendations, and that AID 
adopted some .. and was proceeding to 
adopt others, but does ·not spell out any
thing about the recommendations beyond 
these meaningless generalities. 

Mr. Chai.rman, as far as I can see AID 
is doing very little, really, to counteract 
the "CUrtis corollary" that Gov.ernment 
money will drive out private money. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CURTIS. Yes; I yield to the gen
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
certainly would not want with the name 
of "Gallagher" to oppose "Monsignor 
McNamara," or Bishop Swanson. But 
the fact of the matter is that Bishop 
Swanson did testify before the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs and we did listen 
to his views and we did take them into 
consideration. 

Mr. Chairman, the Watson report 
about which he testified was mentioned 
several times. 

Mr. CURTIS. The gentleman means 
irr the hearings, but we established the 
fact that your committee- · 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Yes. 
Mr. CURTIS. Did· not even think 

enough of it to even mention it. in your 
report. Am L not correct? You did not 
even think enough of it to mention it 
in your report? 

Mr. GALLAGHER. It is not men
tioned in the committee report, but I 
want to assure the gentleman from Mis
souri that we did give it full considera
tion, and Secretary of State Rusk did, as 
well as the committee. 

Mr. CURTIS. Then, may I state to 
the gentleman from New .rer:sey, and you 
can defend it, but obviously the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs did not think 
these recommendations. were of very 
much significance. 

Mr. CALLAN. Mr~ Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, r believe we ought to 
put in perspective the position of the 
Committee on Agriculture with respect 
to this amendment and with respect to 
the Food for Freedom program. 

No.1, Mr. Chairman, there were ·many 
of us on. the committee who did oppose 
this limitation on the loans that are in
cluded in the food for freedom. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, with respect to 
whether or not the Committee on Agri
culture or the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs should handle this program, I would 
like to point out that the commodity pro
grams in this country ·are going from 
time. to time to have to be adjusted, as 
this program mo-ves forward. 

As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, this 
year we look toward increasing wheat 
production to the extent of about 15 mil
lion acres. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that 
if you are going to take this program 
away from the Committee on Agricul
ture, then .somehow. somewhere there is 

going to have to be some coordination be
tween the Department of Agriculture and 
the Committee on Foreign AJiairs in re
spect to tb:is production. 

Mr. Chairman, this is true, because as 
of now our wheat surpluses are gone~ 
This means increased wheat production_ 

Mr. Chairman, ' we have no soybean 
surplus and we have no butter surplus. 
Also,..Mr. Chairman, the fe.ed grains sur
pluses are about gone. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest 
that this House give every C'Onsideration 
to this problem before we start talking 
about adjusting the program and chang
ing the program from Agriculture to 
Foreign Affairs~ 

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana.. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr-. CALLAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I want to concur in the statement 
which has been made by the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. CALLAN] and also 
add the fact that I am very concerned 
that the specter of jurisdiction of com
mittees which has been brought into this 
debate~ 

Mr. Chairman,. quite~ frankly, it seems 
to me that this represents a kind of a 
' ~ghost" that has been raised here, and 
very suddenly. 

Mi'. Chairman, the Committee on 
Agriculture, through the years, has been 
diligent in its eflorts and we are at this 
point making the crest with respect to 
foreign agricultural programs insofar as 
food is concemed~ 

During the preceding years .. 1 year was 
not very important, in terms of total 
dollars and no one raised the question. 

And they did not argue whether we 
had. jurisdiction or not. It. is only when 
this. particular program has assumed its 
present IJToportions; that the argument 
has been raised~ 

I want to compliment the gentleman 
on his argument .. and I hope the amend
ment will be approved. 

Mr. CALLAN. I thank the gentle
man 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CALLAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MORGAN. Perhaps the· gentle
man from Indiana was not around here 
during the Marshall plan days, but I 
just want to tell the gentleman that we 
used some millions of dollars worth of 
farm surpluses in the Marshall plan 
days under the old section 402 of the 
Mutual Security Act and it worked very 
well. 

I am not trying to make a jurisdic
tional fight here today. All I am doing 
is trying to point eut that the Committee 
on Agriculture has a stake in our foreign 
policy because of their jurisdiction of the 
food fo-r peace program.. I cannot see 
why we should try now to model our de
velopment loan program to fit the condi
tions that apply to loans relating to sales 
of agricultural commodities and thus 
destroy the flexibility of the loan pro
gram. That is the only argument I am 
making. I am not trying to get in any 
jurisdictional fight here. I am arguing 
against the Purcell amendment be-



July 14, 1966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE 15713 
cause it will destroy the :flexibility of the 
development loan program. 

Mr. CALLAN. I agree with the gen
tleman, and I am opposing the amend
ment also. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, I . think it might 
be worth while to note that if the Purcell 
amendment is adopted it would add ap
proximately $850 million to the debt bur
den of developing nations. Certainly 
this in itself is a burden, I think the 
gentleman will admit. The food-for 
freedom program is now switching over 
to dollars instead of local currencies. So 
I think we are moving. in the right di
rection, but to move too rapidly I think 
would result in the opposite of what we 
are trying to do through the aid program. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word, and rise in sup
port of the Purcell amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we went over this mat
ter of the length of time of loans in the 
Committee on Agriculture. I would have 
liked to see a 20-year limitation placed 
on Public Law 480 loans, but an agree
ment or decision was made by the ma
jority that an effort would be made here 
on the foreign aid bill to make them all 
similar, and for that reason I am sup
porting this amendment. 

I did not see any sense whatsoever in 
lending money to a country for the pur
chase of food and then not have them to 
pay anything for 10 years. In other 
words, to have a 10-year grace period 
and then paying the total amount after 
40 years. Not only will they have eaten 
up the food long before then, but it is 
very doubtful if many of these develop
ing nations will actually be the same na
tion at the end of 40 years, what with the 
rapid changes in governments, anyway. 
We cannot expect anything to be very 
similar to what it is right now. In fact, 
a 40-year loan with a 10-year grace pe
riod for food or tobacco is about the same 
as a grant. 

With all of the loans that are given for 
nondurable commodities, both for AID 
and Public Law 480, which is affected by 
this language, we will find that the ex
propriation of property will not be the 
main problem any more because there 
will not even be that property to be ex
propriated in these consumer loans. 

You can imagine yourself paying your 
grocery bill 40 years from now. If there 
ever was a temptation not to pay what 
you owe to a rich relative, I would say 
that this surely would be such a tempta
tion. In order to give some direction to 
those who are administering this pro
gram I believe we at least need the 
amendment of the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. PURCELL] because these new and 
developing· countries are like a young 
person who is growing up in the family. 
They need to learn responsibility. If 
they know they must meet their first 
payment within 5 years, if that were the 
longest grace period, they will have a 
greater sense of responsibility toward this 
loan than they would have with the 10-
year grace period. Also if they know 
they must be repaying this debt in 25 
years-25 years is a generation. Any of 
us here can think of 25 years from now, 
but to think 40 years from now, there 

may not be any of us, or at least very, extend assistance to developing coun
very few of us who will be in this Cham- tries. In that context we are frequently 
ber who will be in a position of leader- told that other developed nations of the 
ship any place whatsoever. And this is world are extending extensive assistance 
also the case with the leadership of those to these newly developing nations. But 
countries as well. the point that is noteworthy is that the 

Twenty-five years is about all that one assistance being· extended by other na
can conceive of in the future, so far as tions, such as West Germany, Japan, 
having responsibility for anything, or and the United Kingdom is almost in
that we provide assistance for. There- variably on terms much more strict 
fore, I certainly support the amendment much more severe than even the term~ 
offered by the gentleman from Texas. included in the amendment offered by 

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Chair- the gentleman from Texas. Therefore 
man, will the gentleman yield? I say we should adopt the gentleman'~ 

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman amendment. We would still be in a posi-
from Indiana. tion to extend assistance to many de-

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. In addi- veloping countries on a far more gener
tion to supporting the gentleman's views, ous basis than almost any other nation, 
I also would like to add the fact that if not any other nation in the world. 
the argument that has been made that Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
this would increase the responsibility of the gentleman yield? 
foreign nations, that is, their currency Mr. ADAIR. I yield to the gentleman 
responsibility, I believe is a factor that from Illinois. 
is sorely needed. Therefore I certainly Mr. FINDLEY. Could the gentleman 
believe that that would be a good argu- provide us with the name of any country 
ment in favor of the amendment. 

Mr. QUIE. I thank the gentleman which has ever given credit beyond 25 
from Indiana. years for goods of a noncapital or con

sumable type? 
Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will Mr. ADAIR. I am not able ttJ give the 

the gentleman yield? gentleman such information. I do not 
Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman. think such assistance has ever been 
Mr. MORGAN. During his remarks 

the gentleman from Texas said that this given. 
amendment was voted on in the House Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, 
by a vote of 191 to 165. will the gentleman yield? 

The gentleman is a member of the · Mr. ADAIR. I yield to the gentleman 
Committee on Agriculture. I wonder if from New Jersey. 
he would explain to the House whether Mr · GALLAGHER. One of the 
this was a motion to recommit or wheth- . grounds upon which the administration 
er this was a separate vote on this opposes this kind of an amendment is 
amendment. that we are bringing pressure on other 

Mr. QUIE. This was a separate vote developed countries to make softer loans. 
on this amendment, because at the time I think the gentleman will recall that, for 
a committee amendment was proposed example, in the committee there was 
to go to the 40-year provision in Public mention that Great Britain was giving 
Law 480, the motion to recommit did not some interest-free loans. So we are mak
include this language because we had ing headway. We are urging the devel
already had a separate vote on the com- oped countries to make loans on more 
mittee amendment. reasonable terms, and for this reason 

Mr. MORGAN. Then did not the I think we should not now be raising our 
House have a rollcall vote on this very own terms when they are at the stage 
amendment? at which they are reducing their terms. 

Mr. QUIE. If the point of view of the Mr. ADAIR. The gentleman is quite 
Members of the House is -the same as correct in saying that there is testimony 
the point of view of the majority of the before the committee to the effect· that 
members of the Committee on Agricul- we are urging other lending nations to 
ture, then they have not taken a posi- make their terms more liberal. There 
tion. The majority point of view of the was some testimony to the effect that 
Committee on Agriculture was that we this was being done. But even in the 
ought to make these two programs the light of these allegedly more liberal 
same, that the same language should terms, such terms are still far from being 
prevail in both AID and Public Law 480. as liberal as the terms permitted under 
Therefore, the decision was made on the amendment offered by the gentleman 
their part that they would come before from Texas. 
the House when this bill was up and try Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
to change both of them down to some man, will the gentleman yield? 
lower period. The only thing that the Mr. ADAIR. I yield to my colleague 
House decided was that the majority from Indiana. 
wanted Public Law 480 to conform to this Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Chair
bill. So now we must make our decision, man, I think we have lost sight of the 
whether we want both of them to be for fact that ·one title in Public Law 480 pro-
25 years or both of them to be for 40 vides that outright gifts in the form of 
years. great amounts of food have gone abroad 

Mr. MORGAN. I thank the gentle- on that basis, so when you start to com-
man for his explanation. pare our activities in this area with those 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I move to of other nations, I do not think that you 
strike the requisite number of words. will find any nation in the world that is 

Mr. Chairman, concern has been ex- comparable with regard to the actual 
pressed here about the matter of :flexi- nutritional help we have given freely to 
bility and the ability of our agencies to these underdeveloped nations. 
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Mr. GROSS: Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADAIR. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. It is a hope, and I say 
an unfounded hope, that those countries 
will liberalize the ternis of their loans, 
both as to amounts of money lent and 
as to the terms of the loans. 

It is strictly a hope. That is all. 
Mr. ADAIR. The gentleman is cor

l'ect. In the effort being made, there is 
very little definite indication that it is 
fruitful. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADAIR. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr . . Chairman, I 
wonder if the British loan, to which the 
gentleman from New Jersey referred, in
cluded an interest-free period as long as 
5 years with a length of repayment in 
total extending 25 years? My guess is 
that our terms, as proposed in this 
amendment offered by the gentleman, 
are still a mile ahead in the sense of 
liberality as compared with the terms of 
the British proposal. 

Mr ~ GALLAGHER. The British are 
now negotiating for some interest~free 
loans. I think this should be taken into 
consideration also~ that there are only 10 
countries involved in all this. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise for the purpose 
of. pur_9.uing this colloquy with the gen
tleman from. New Jersey and asking_ if' 
the terms of the loan that the British 
are undertaking does include an inter
est-free period as. long as 5 years, or with 
total terms beyond the 25 years? 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Yes, it would. If 
the loan is interest free, that would ex
tend beyond the 25 years. That is the 
kind of loan the British are discussing 
with India. These loM'l.s. are with coun.
tries like India, Brazil, PakiStan, Turkey, 
Chile,. and Nigeria. It is only the large 
countries.. whi.ch. are fu.volved in these 
loans. 

Britain is negotiating for some inter
est-free loans rather than grants, and 
this is at our urging. 

Mr. ADAIR. Are they repayable in 
hard currencies of the lending coun
tries? 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Yes, they are re
payable, although I am not quite sure 
what the terms are. They are flexible, 
such as ours are. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman. will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman fFom Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
British are so well heeled that. they can 
get into. this racket. of making practically 
interest-free loans, what are they doing 
asking us to extend credits to them to 
prop up. the pound ste:ding? We have 
had million& of dollars dedicated backing 
up the pound sterling~ 

Mr. FINDLEY. I think the gentleman 
makes a good point. 

Mr. GROSS. It· just does not make 
rood sense. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I doubt whether we 
need fear the. British outcompeting us 
for interest-free. loans. 

Mr. ADAIR.. :Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINDLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I would. 
invite the attention of the members of 
the Committee, and particularly the at
tention of the gentleman from New Jer
sey to the table printed at page 72 of 
the hearings, which is entitfed, "Average 
financial terms of official bilateral com
mitments b.y DAC"-that is the Devefop
ment Assistance Committee.--"countries, 
1962 to 19.64." These are weighted fig
ures. It is very clear that the majority 
of the loans as to the interest rates by 
other nations are by no means as favor
able as those we have given traditionally. 
After the gentleman's amendment is 
adopted, there is. still plenty of room for 
them to meet our loan terms. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, if we 
refer back to the year 1941--25 years 
ago--and think of the vast changes that 
have occurred in the composition of na
tions on the face of the earth, I think 
we will have to admit to ourselves that 
loan terms which extend to 1991--which 
is 25 years from right now--are indeed 
generous and adequate and certainly 
realistic. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINDLEY. I yteld to the gentle-
man from New Jersey. · 

Mr ~ GALLAGHER_ I thank the gen
tleman. 

The gentleman has the table, which 
states the case since. :1964. r think the 
gentleman should rea:d the footnote: un
der that table, which reads that Great 
Britain. since 1!165 has started to lend 
long-term loans interest-free. 

Mr. ADAIR. I think tna.t is the point 
we made earlier in our discussion. We 
both agreed that Br:itain was moVing in 
that; direction,. although she had a very 
long way to go. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Is the record clear 
that as of today no other nation has ex
tended more favorable credit terms than 
are proposed in the amendment o1Iered 
by the gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairmanr will 
the gentleme.n yic~d? 

Mr. FINDLEY. 1 am gla:d to yfeld to 
the chairman of t.lJ.e committee. 

Mr. MORGAN. The table sent around 
by the author of the amendment I be
lieve gives the figuTes fo:- the United 
Kingdom. In 1963 they made $9.1 mil
lion of 40-year loans, and in 1964 they 
made $7.3 million of 40-year loans. 

Mr. FINDLEY~ Are those figures for 
the AID agency? 

Mr. MORGAN. No. r am talking 
about the 40-yearioans-of Great Britain, 
of the United Kingdom. They did make 
40-year loans starting- in 1963", 1n the 
small amounts L have just mentioned. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Do they s.tm continue 
this. practice 2 

Mr. MORGAN Tll!s table inciudes 
only figures for 1964 There is no figure 
for 1965. 

The CHAIRMAN. The questicn is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Texas lMr. PuacELI..l. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. Qum)' there 
were--ayes 32', noes 62. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I. demand 
tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr-. Puac:r:::.L 
and Mr. GAI.LAGHElL 

The Committee again. divided, and the 
tellers. reported that there were-ayes 84, 
noes 107. 

So the amendment was. rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFEREI} BY MR. GROSS 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GRoss: On page 

2, immediately after line 18, insert the fol
lowing: 

" (b) Section 201 ( d}, which relates to 
interest rates applicable to development 
Ioans, is amended. by striking out ·z~ per 
centum per annum commencing not later 
than ten years following the date on which 
the funds are initially made available under 
the loanr during which ten-year period the 
rate of interest shall not- be lower than 1 
per centum per annum. nor higher than the 
applicable legal rate of interest of the coun
try in which the loan. Ls made' and insert in 
lieu thereof 'the average annual interest rate 
on all interest-bearing obligations of the 
United States having comparable maturities 
then formmg a part of the public debt as 
computed at- the end or the fiscal year next 
preceding the date on which the loan is made 
and adjusted to the neaz.:est one-eighth of 
one per c-entum•: • 

And redesignate the following subsection 
according,ly r 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, there fs 
nothing complicated about this amend
ment. It simply provides for the wiping 
out of the- H)-year grace period that pres
ently carries an alleged !-percent inter
est rate. Of course, everyone knows that 
it costs- approximately three-quarters of 
1 percent to service these loans. 

So, Mr. Chairman, there is no interest 
charge, actually. during the first :ro- years. 
I say again that my amendment would 
repeal the 10-year grace-period, and pro
vide that those foreigners who obtain 
money from this Government through 
these alleged roans pay the eost to the 
Federal Government of obtaining the 
money which today is at the rate of ap
proximately 4% percent. 

Mr. Chairman, by what logic and by 
what standard of iustice and decency do 
we demand that an American citizen and 
taxpayer who wants to build a nome must 
pay o percent or 7 percent interest, while 
chiseling fol"eigners are permitted to ob
tain the same money at the rate of 2 Y2 
percent to be paid only after a grace 
period of l&years? 

Mr. Chairman, ca:n the elderly of this 
country-beyond the prime of earning 
capacity', but who need hausfng-. obtafn 
interest-free financing f'"or 10 years and 
then only 2%. percent for the remaining 
30 years'2 The answer is self-evident, 
and it takes an fnordfnate a.mount of 
gall for the foreign ••do--g-ooders• .. to 
deliberately· create such an fn.fU.c;tfce and 
ineqUity: 
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Mr. Chairman, a snm:t time ago the 

"foreign aiders," operating out of Foggy 
Bottom, made a 4.0-year loan to Turkey, 
with a 10-year grace period, and at 2% 
percent interest for the remaining 30 
years. That $3.6 million loan is for the 
purpose of providing 1,400 jeeps to haul 
family planners around Turkey. 

Incidentally, Mr. Chairman, if it re
quires 1,400 jeeps to .haul foreign aid 
family planners over Turkey, what will it 
take in terms of jeeps and planners when 
it is decided to "family plan" in India, 
for instance? 

But, Mr. Chairman, back to Turkey
what is the collateral for this loan of $3.6 
million on the terms that I have just 
stated? It will take a jeep, built on the 
lines of a Rolls Royce, to last for 40 
years, or any part of 40 years, and every
one in this Chamber knows it. 

The fact is that there is no collateral 
for this 40-year loan, and the members 
of this committee know it. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the time and 
place to stop this :financial double deal
ing. No Member of Congress can face 
his constituents, and with a straight 
face explain why there is one standard 
of :financing for them and another for 
foreigners. 

And, incidentally, Mr. Chairman, those 
of the committee who believe they are 
doing so well with this foreign loan pro
gram might take time to look at the 
March 1966 report from the General 
Accounting Office, which shows that some 
sizable cracks are beginning to show up 
irrespective of the softness of it. 

As of June 30, 1964, according to the 
General Accounting Office, "AID loans 
show that the net aggregate exchange 
rate loss incurred by the loan program, 
after AID was established in 1961, 
amounted to the dollar equivalent of 
$351.2 million.'' 

This report by the General Account
ing Office goes on to state that loans al
ready are being converted to grants. 
In other words, it has been found that 
these foreigners cannot or will not pay 
out on them, and this Government has 
converted them to grants, which means, 
of course, a gift. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. BERRY. Does the gentleman 

think that the interest, regardless of 
what the rate is, is going to be repaid? 
Or does the gentleman think that any 
of these loans, whether they are for 25 
years or 40 years, are going to be repaid? 

Mr. GROSS. Of course these so-called 
loans will never be paid, but the point 
is, as the gentleman from South Dakota 
is well aware, that this program is going 
to be continued. What I hope to do is to 
make foreigners do what our American 
citizens and taxpayers have to do, and 
that is to start paying the going rate 
of interest when they get Government 
money. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we have just 
been up and down the same path on the 
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previous amendment, except that this 
amendment goes a littfe beyond the point 
that the last amendment went as to the 
restriction of loan terms and the hard
ening of loan terms. 

The main question-the key question 
again is whether or not we want to assist 
people. If we do not want to assist these 
developing countries, then we should 
vote for the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GRoss]. On 
the other hand, if we do want to assist 
them, then of course we should oppose 
it. 

The fact of the matter is we are getting 
out of the grant business and into loans. 
We cannot immediately get into loans as 
bankable as we would like to see them. 
Nevertheless, these are hard-dollar, re
payable loans. The British terms are 
less than what the gentleman asks. The 
British are now giving interest-free loans 
with a 7 -year grace period, and the re
payment in 30 years. ~ 

Canada is giving loans at three
fourths of 1 percent, with a 10-year 
grace period and repayment in 50 years. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GALLAGHER. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. I believe the chairman 

of the Committee on Foreign Affairs in
dicated a few moments ago that the 
British have put out a grand total of 
about $16 million on the terms that the 
gentleman is talking about-$16 million. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Whatever the 
terms are, the fact is that we have come 
a long way, and we are now converting 
from the grant business to hard-dollar 
loans. That is what this program is 
about. If you want to get back to the 
grant business, then we should adopt 
your amendment. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GALLAGHER. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. FASCELL. Is it not true also if 
this amendment is adopted the net effect 
of it would be to increase the cost to the 
taxpayer because, as the gentleman from 
New Jersey pointed out, we have changed 
from the grant program to a loan pro
gram, and at least we get some interest 
that is repayable in American dollars, 
and the loans are tied ·to procurement in 
the United States. 

If we should go back to the grant busi
ness we will have wiped out the repay
ment of any interest which we received 
on loans to date, which is $555,500,000. 
So if we adopt the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Iowa we will in 
effect say that what we want to do 1s 
to pass on to the American taxpayers the 
amount of interest that has been repaid 
under the loan program. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. The gentleman 
has made a very profound point, and that 
is something that we should keep in mind 
in voting on this amendment. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GALLAGHER. I yield to my dis
tinguished chairman. 

Mr. MORGAN. Of course, if the 
amendment is adopted, we will be mov
ing back to the grant business again. If 

we make grants we will have no chance 
of getting any of this money back be
cause, if a nation could pay normal in
terest rates it would go to the World Bank 
or to the commercial banks to borrow. 
We would not need a development loan 
program if we accept the philosophy of 
the gentleman's amendment. w ·e would 
be back in the grant business again. 

We have been moving away from the 
grant business since 1957. We are mak
ing progress. These loans are being 
repaid as they come due. If we are 
going to stay in thi~ foreign aid business 
and be successful in our efforts we must 
have a development loan program which 
provides for a grace period and a low 
rate of interest. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. I agree with my 
distinguished chairman. If we want to 
get back in the grant business, then we 
should vote for this amendment, and if 
not, we should defeat it. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge that this amend
ment be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. GRoss]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ADAm 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ADAm: On page 

2, beginning in line 23, strike out "$1,000,000,-
000 for each of the fiscal years 1967 through 
1971" and insert in lieu thereof the follow
ing: "$750,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 
1967 through 1969". 

On page 3, line 3, strike out "June 30, 1971" 
and insert in lieu thereof "June 30, 1969". 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is simple and clear. It 
would reduce the authorization period of 
the Development Loan Fund from 5 to 
3 years. It would reduce the annual 
authorization for each of the 3 fiscal 
years from $1 billion to $750 million. If 
the amendment is adopted, it would have 
the limiting effect of reducing the au-
thorization by $2,750 million. · 

Mr. Chairman, it is again 'worthwhile 
to look at the pipeline for the develop
ment loan program. This year it is es
timated to be at almost the same :figure 
that it was a year ago; that is, $1,900 
million. There is that much money un
expended in the development loan pipe
line at this time. 

When this bill was :first presented to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
request for development loan authori
zation for each of the 5 years was $1,250 
million. The committee reduced that 
amount by $250 million each year to an 
even $1 billion. 

Let us compare that :figure with the ap
propriation request. The appropriation 
request for this year is, in round figures, 
$665 million. If my amendment is 
adopted there is still a margin of $85 
million between the authorization ceil
ing and the appropriation request. Look 
at it another way. What was appropri
ated last year for this item? Speaking 
again in round numbers, $618 million 
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Let us take still another perspective. 
What has the committee in the other 
body done with respect to this item? It 
has recommended an authorization 
ceiling of about $620 million. If my 
amendment is adopted, we will still be 
approximately $130 million above the 
authorization ceiling presently imposed 
by the other body. 

In addition, the other body has put a 
1-year limitation on development loans. 
So in all respect, Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment would be far more liberal 
than that recommended by the other 
side of the Capitol. · 

Finally, it ought to be pointed out, be
cause Members are concerned about this, 
that there is no money for Vietnam in 
this section of the bill. It cannot be 
said, if you vote for this reduction, you 
are in anywise affecting our program in 
Vietnam. The money for Vietnam is in 
the section on supporting assistance. So 
you can support this amendment reduc
ing the development loan program, 
knowing that there are almost $2 billion 
in the pipeline, knowing that we have 
acted more generously than the other 
body, and knowing that we have provided 
more money than was appropriated and 
used last year. In short, you can effect 
an economy; you can continue closer con
gressional control without in any way 
impairing the program. 

If this 5-year program continues, what 
we are doing in effect is removing from 
the next two Congresses any real policy 
consideration with respect to develop
ment loans. Certainly there will still be 
the matter of annual appropriations of 
dollars, but the policy will be fixed for the 
next 5 years. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADAIR. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. FASCELL. As I understand the 
proposal of the gentleman, it reduces 
this program to 3 years. The present 
5-year period has just expired, and the 
bill would authorize it for 5 years, and 
the gentleman would reduce it to 3? 

Mr. ADAIR. That is correct. 
Mr. FASCELL. The committee re

duced the amounts requested by-
Mr. ADAIR. By $250 million for each 

year. 
Mr. FASCELL. The gentleman's 

amendment would reduce it to what 
amount and by how much? 

Mr. ADAIR. To $750 million-a re
duction of $250 million each year. 

Mr. FASCELL. Did the gentleman 
offer this amendment in committee? 

Mr. ADAIR. I spoke about the amend
ment and said that it would probably be 
offered on the floor. 

Mr .. FASCELL. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. The gentlemen's 
amendment would shorten the time pe
riod covered by the Development Loan 
Fund authorization in the bill by 2 years 
and cut the amount by $250 million each 
year. 

The original Executive request was for 
a 5-year program with $1,250 million for 

the 5 years. In an amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MoRsEl within the committee, the 
5-year period was retained and the 
amount agreed to was reduced from the 
requested $1,250 million to $1 billion for 
the 5 years. 

Those of us who believe in the Develop
ment Loan Fund believe this is a neces
sary amount that should remain in the 
authorization bill. 

The Executive has a very good record 
of holding down the requests for devel
opment loans. Those of us who were 
around here in 1961, when this House 
adopted the 5-year authorization for the 
Development Loan Fund, know we have 
operated with an authorization of $1,500 
million over a 5-year period. The Execu
tive at no time from 1961 until the 5 
years expired on June 30 of this year has 
requested the full amount of the author
ization of $1,500 million for the Devel
opment Loan Fund. 

In 1966, the last year of the Develop
ment Loan Fund, as the gentleman from 
Indiana stated, even though there was an 
authorization of $1,500 million in the 
1961 act, the Executive requested only 
$618,225,000. This year, even though 
they are requesting an authorization of 
$1 billion, they are only making an ap
propriation request of $665 million. 

So this is a just a paper cut. This is 
not going to save one single dollar. This 
authorizes more than the Executive 
wants for fiscal 1967. Those of us who 
have worked with this bill since the De
velopment Loan Fund began in 1961 know 
that the authorization request for the 
Development Loan money has always 
been greater than the appropriation re
quest. These figures ought to be flexible. 
There are only 10 countries now sched
uled to share in this program. The ex
ecutive came in with a request for an ap
propriation of $665 million and pro
gramed this amount of money. The ex
ecutive has in the past been strict in 
holding down the authorization. 

I believe the amendment is nothing but 
a paper cut and ask for a defeat of the 
amendment. 

Mr. ADAm. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, it seems 
to me that the statements made by the 
gentleman support in part the position 
I have taken. I see no reason why we 
should authorize, particularly for a num
ber of years ahead, so large an amount 
as the gentleman from Pennsylvania has 
just pointed out, when the appropriation 
requests are invariably much smaller . . It 
seems to me that that is not a responsi
ble way to legislate. I tried to make that 
point. 

Mr. MORGAN. If that is not responsi
ble, then this House has not been re
sponsible since 1957. 

Mr. ADAm. Some of us have tried to 
make that point since 1957. 

Mr. MORGAN. We have always had 
a higher authorization than the appro
priation requested by the executive 
branch, so, according to the gentleman, 
this House has not been responsible since 
1957. -

Mr. ADAIR. Would not the gentle
man admit if my amendment is adopted 
it would still leave a margin of $85 mil
lion between the request for appropria
tions and the ceiling to be imposed by 
the amendment? 

Mr. MORGAN. The gentleman's 
amendment exceeds the amount which 
the Executive has put in the appropria
tion request, and therefore allows some 
flexibility. 

The damage done by the gentleman's 
amendment is that it would reduce the 
loan program from a 5-year request to 
a 3-year request. This would impair the 
long-range principle of the development 
loan program. 

I have confidence that the Executive 
will hold down the requests, because for 
5 years the Executive has never come in 
for th~ full amount previously author
ized. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Indiana [Mr. ADAIR]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion (demanded by Mr. ADAIR) there 
were-ayes 35, noes 63. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. QUIE 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

TQ.e Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Qum: On page 

2, immediately after line 12, insert the fol
lowing: 

"(a) Strike out the first sentence of Sec
tion 201(b), which relates to general au
thority, and insert in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: 

"'(b) The President is authorized to make 
loans payable as to principal and interest in 
United States dollars upon such terms and 
conditions as the President may determine 
except that the length of such loans shall 
not exceed 25 years nor shall the grace period 
of such loans exceed five years for other than 
capital developments. Such loans shall be 
utilized to promote eonomic development of 
less developed, friendly countries and areas, 
with emphasis upou assisting long-range 
plans and programs designed to develop eco
nomic resources and increase productive ca
pacities.'" 

And redesignate the following subsections 
accordingly. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, Members 
will recognize that this amendment is 
very similar to the one· which was of
fered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
PURCELL]. If Members have copies of 
that amendment before them, it would be 
changed to the extent thSJt at the end 
of the first sentence it would strike the 
period and add the words "for other than 
capital developments." 

What this amendment would do is 
permi·t authority to remain for loans to 
be made up to 40 years for capital de
velopments but, for consumer goods, 
like the food available under ~ublic Law 
480, to limit it to 25-year loans and 5-
year grace period. There is a tremen
dous amount of aid, as the chairman of 
the committee indicated, under Public 
Law 480. Public Law 480 is about equal 
with this program. There is just no 
sense in providing 40-year loans for food. 

One of the examples used in the Com
mittee on Agriculture why the Public Law 
480 loans should be the same as AID was 
that under AID you could make 40-year 
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loans for ·fertilizer, which is a consum
able commodity. If my amendment is 
adopted, it would .mean that you could 
make the loan for a fertilizer plant in 
another country for 40 years but not 
for fertilizer, which they buy from the 
United States. I can see that there are 
reasons for long-term loans for a ferti
lizer plant or a bauxite plant or for high
ways or waterworks in some countries, 
because no matter what the government 
would be, the project is durable and 
would still be there for the next govern
ment and the people to use. However, 
when it comes to loans for countries to 
buy food, then I think we do need a lim
itation of this nature. To me this is 
very reasonable. We need this kind of 
a guideline. We could not make this kind 
of an amendment to the Public Law 480 
bill. We wanted some uniformity be
tween the consumable items that could 
be procured under Public Law 480 and 
the consumable items that could be pro
cured under this program. Therefore, I 
believe that this would be the type of 
language which would give a direction 
that this House would want to give to 
the administration that they make their 
loans differently between the capital de._ 
·velopment and the kind of loans for 
which they would buy food or fertilizer 
or some item that would be immediately 
consumed and have really nothing to 
show for it in the years ahead. 

However, if it is some kind of develop
ment where there is capital available 
for them for years beyond the length 
of the loan or for a good long period of 
time during the loan, then this would 
be pertnitted for a full 40 years as the 
bill now provides. 

Mr. Chairman, that is a brief expla
nation of my amendment, and I believe 
you can all understand it. Therefore, 
I ask you to support this amendment in 
order to make this program and Public 
Law 480 operate in a way that we could 
feel is a responsible fashion. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, if I have bad any com
plaint from my businessmen who deal 
with foreign governments or foreign busi
nesses, it is the fact that they find it is 
extremely difficult to compete on the 
market in providing competitive terms 
and interest rates. I cannot see where it 
makes sense to put our businessmen in 
a noncompetitive position with foreign 
businessmen. I just do not understand 
that kind of logic. 

Therefore, I think, if I understand this 
amendment correctly, it would do two 
things: It would make one policy for 
capital goods and one policy for consum
able items and, in a sense and in a very 
real sense, it would make it very difficult 
for our businessmen to be competitive in 
sales of consumable and agricultural 
goods in the world market. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I think that this 
amendment ought to be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. QuiEJ. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion (demanded by Mr. QurE) there 
were--ayes 34, noes 48. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk wlll 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Title II-Technical cooperation and 
development grants 

SEC. 103. Title II of chapter 2 of part I of . 
the Foreign AssJstance Act of 1961, as 
amended, which relates to techniGal coop
eration and development grants, is amended 
as follows: 

(a) Section 211, which relates to general 
authority, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

" (d) Not to exceed $10,000,000 of funds 
made available under section 212, or under 
section 252 (other than loan funds) , may be 
used for assistance, on such terms and con
ditions as the President may specify, to re
search and educational institutions in the 
United States for the purpose of strength
ening their capacity to develop and carry out 
programs concerned with the economic and 
social development of less developed coun
tries." 

(b) Section 212, which relates to author
ization, is amended by striking out all after 
"President for" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"each of the fiscal years 1967 and 1968 to 
carry out the purposes of section 211 not to 
exceed $231,310,000. Amounts appropriated 
under this section are authorized to remain 
available until expended." 

(c) Section 214, which relates to Ameri
can schools and hospitals abroad, is amended 
as follows: 

(1) In subsection (b), strike out "to hos
pitals outside the United States founded or 
sponsored by United States citizens and serv
ing as centers for medical education and 
research" and insert in lieu thereof "to in
stitutions referred to in subsection (a) of 
this section, and to hospital centers for 
medical education and research outside the 
United States, founded or sponsored by 
United States citizens". 

(2) In subsection (c), strike out all after 
"this section, for" and insert in lieu thereof 
"each of the fiscal years 1967 and 1968 not to 
exceed $10,989,000. Amounts appropriated 
under this subsection are authorized to re
main available until expended." 

(3) At the end thereof, add the following 
new subsection: 

" (d) There is authorized to be appro
priated to the President for the purposes of 
section 214(b), in addition to funds other
wise available for such purposes, for the 
fiscal year 1967, $1,000,000 in foreign cur
rencies which the Secretary of the Treasury 
determines to be excess to the normal re
quirements of the United States." 

Mr. GROSS (during reading of the 
title). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that this title be considered as 
read and open for amendment at any 
point. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

amendments to this title? 
Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, we 

have no amendments. 
Mr. ADAm. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Bowl may extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to_ the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman,· my atten

tion has been called to an application for 

assistance :filed by the Ludhiana Chris
tian Medical College in India. The sum 
of $450,000 is needed for the construction 
of an additional 72-bed wing at this col
lege for the treatment of patients. 

Bishop J. Waskom Pickett, counselor 
for the college here in the United States, 
and the Reverend Charles Reynolds were 
in Washington recently to discuss the 
project with AID officials and I am in
formed that AID is very favorably in
clined, having conducted an inspection 
of the facility. However, it was also re
ported that all of the funds anticipated 
for the next fiscal year already have been 
assigned to other projects. 

I would like to urge AID to reconsider 
this application carefully and to make 
every effort to fund this project. This is 
an excellent way to make use of foreign 
currencies and we can make no better 
contribution to international under
standing than by the expansion of Amer
ican health and educational facilities 
serving the people of other lands. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Title III-Investment guaranties 
SEC. 104. Title lli of chapter 2 of part I of 

the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amend
ed, which relates to investment guaranties, 
is amended as follows: 

(a) Section 221 (b) , which relates to gen
eral authority for investment guaranties, is 
amended as follows: 

(1) In paragraph (1), strike out "$5,-
000,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof "$8,-
000,000,000". 

(2) In the third proviso of paragraph (2), 
strike out "$300,000,000" and "$175,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$375,000,000" and 
"&:215,000,000", respectively, and strike out 
"Federal Housing Administration" and insert 
in lieu thereof "Department of Housing and 
Urban Development". 

(3) In the fourth proviso of paragraph (2), 
strike out "19ti7" and insert in lieu thereof 
"1970". 

(b) Section 221 (c), which relates to limi
tations on investment guaranties, is amended 
by striking out "twenty years" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "thirty years". 

(c) Section 222, which relates to general 
provisions, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"(h) In the case of any loan investment 
for housing guaranteed under section 22'1 (b) 
(2) or section 224, the Administrator of the 
Agency for International Development shall 
prescribe the rate of interest allowable to the 
eligible United States investor, which rate 
shall not be less than one-half of 1 per 
centum above the then current rate of 
interest applicable to housing mortgages 
insured by the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development. In no event shall the 
Administrator prescribe an allowable rate of 
interest which exceeds by more than 1 per 
centum the then current rate of interest ap
plicable to housing mortgages insured by 
such Department." 

(d) Section 224, which relates to housing 
projects in Latin American countries, is 
amended as follows: 

(1) In subsection (b) (1), strike out "Fed
eral Housing Administration" and insert in 
lieu there of "Department of Housing and 
Urban Development". 

(2) In subsection (c), strike out $400,-
000,000" and insert in lieu there of "$500,
ooo,ooo: Provided, That $350,000,000 be used 
for the purposes of section 224(b)(1)". 

(3) In the last proviso of subsection {c), 
strike out "1967" and insert in lieu thereof 
"19'70". 
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·Mr. FASCELL <during the reading of 

title nn . Mr. Chairman, I ask· unani
mous consent that this title be consid
ered as read and open for amendment at 
any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I do this to take this 

opportunity to ask the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs a question with respect to invest
ment guarantees. 

I understand from testimony on page 
516, or 616, of the hearings-! am not 
sure-that the Export-Import Bank is 
endeavoring to compel U.S. investors in 
less-developed countries either to assign 
that portion of the aid investment 
guarantee giving coverage for retained 
ear1;1ings and the like over to the Ex-

.port-Import Bank, or to prohibit them 
from securing special coverage. 

Mr. Chairman, this type of protection 
1s specifically provided for under our 
act. 

What is the chairman's view with re
spect to the actions of the Bank, as 
alleged? 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
think that the legislative history of the 
investment guarantee program is clear, 
that the program is intended to en
courage U.S. investors and not for the 
benefit of the Export-Import Bank or 
any other Government agency. 

Mr. Chairman, if we encourage inves
tors to go to the less-developed countries 
through the investment guarantee pro
gram, then I do not think that any 
agency of the U.S. Government should 
either try to benefit itself from that pro
gram or to prohibit U.S. investors from 
participating to the full extent in that 
program. · 

Mr. Chairman, the Export-Import 
Bank makes its loans to foreign corpora
tions or groups. , The AID guarantee pro
gram is for the U.S. investor. 

Mr. Chairman, I would have thought 
that this would have been crystal-clear 
to the Export-Import Bank. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs for that very 
clear explanation, and I believe it is a 
very important one, Mr. Chairman, be
cause one of the most successful pro
grams we have had has been the invest
ment guarantee program. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe it would be 
unfortunate if in another program, which 
is also very good, the investment guar
antee under AID would be sought as a 
collateral or means of collateral to in
sure, either directly or indirectly, trans
actions involving the Export-Import 
Bank. If there are some additional needs 
for collateral or security, or for other 
measures on the part . of that institution; 
I believe they should .be developed inde
pendently by the Bank or through the 
medium of additional legislation. 

I 'think it would be unfortunate to mix 
up these two programs by having the 
investment guarantees issued under aid 
as security under another program. 

Mr; Chairman, section 224 of the For
eign Assistance Act provides the au
thority for the guarantee of investments 
by U.S. citizenS in pilot or demonstration 
housing projects in Latin America. I 
supported this legislation in the original 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. It was 
evident to me then that one of the major 
problems in Latin America which was 
causing social unrest was the lack of 
housing. I felt that one way to help pro
vide the greatest impact on this housing 
deficiency was through American techno
logical know-how and financial support. 
The authority provided by section 224 
made .possible the demonstration by 
American homebuilders and financial in
stitutions, proven U.S. techniques for 
building, financing, and marketing pri
vately developed housing. 

As a member of the Committee on For
eign Affairs, I have pushed for the con
tinuation of this authority. Over the 
last several years, I have offered and had 
accepted in committee important amend
ments which have facilitated the opera
tion of the housing program and made it 
a more attractive &ource for the supply 
of homes in many Latin American coun
tries today. 

In the Foreign Assistance Act of 1962, 
I sponsored the amendment in commit
tee that raised from 75 percent to 100 
percent the amount of the loan invest
ment that could be guaranteed under this 
program. This was necessary at that 
time because the program was hampered 
by the inability to obtain long-term in
vestment funds with only a 75-percent 
guarantee, when the FHA, in this coun
try, could offer a 100-percent guarantee. 

In 1962, 1963, and 1964, successively, 
I cosponsored and supported amend
ments which raised the total face amount 
of the guarantees available to build hous
ing projects from $10 million to $250 mil
lion. These increased amounts were 
essential in keeping the program moving 
ahead as more and more American firms 
became aware of the guarantee avail
ability and the importance of the pro
gram to the Alliance for Progress in
creased. 

In 1965, I sponsored in committee the 
amendment that retained in the law 
the authority to continue guarantees for 
pilot and demonstration housing proj
ects. At that time, the Agency for In
ternational Development did not propose 
to continue support for projects of this 
sort beyond the $250 million which was 
then provided for in the act. It was my 
feeling, however, and the majority of the 
committee agreed, that housing projects 
of this nature make a substantial con
tribution · to economic development and 
have immediate impact upon social con
ditions by alleviating housing shortages. 
Also, I actively worked for and supported 
the amendment in 1965 that increased 
the authorized amount for guarantees 
from $250 million to $400 million. 

During the committee markup of the 
Foreign Assistance Act for this year, I 
proposed and the committee accepted an 
additional amendment to the Latin 
American housing section which will fur
ther facilitate the use of this authority. 
The amendment prescribed a minimum 
rate of interest that the Administrator 

of AID could allow eligible U.S. investors 
to earn on loan investment for housing 
not only in Latin America but worldwide 
as well. The housing guarantee program 
was being adversely affected by the low
interest-yield rate of 5% percent fixed 
by the Treasury Department for invest
ments in these oversea housing proj• 
ects. The Department had fixed a rate 
of 5% percent which unfortunately not 
only was below the current money mar
ket but below the FHA rate which cur
rently is 5% percent .. This made it ex
tremely difficult to obtain commitments 
of funds from investors for oversea 
housing projects when a higher yield 
was available domestically. It therefore 
represented a major handicap to the 
housing guarantee program. 

Under my amendment the Adminis
trator was required to allow a rate of 
interest for investments of not less than 
one-half of 1 percent above the current 
FHA rate. This increased yield will make 
investments in these housing projects 
more attractive and enhance further the 
program's success. The amendment also 
permits the Administrator, if he finds it 
necessary in order to obtain adequate 
financing, to ·allow an interest return 
rate up to 1 percent above current FHA 
rates. 

I also supported in committee an 
amendment which increased from $400 
million to $500 million the amount au
thorized for the overall Latin American 
housing program including these pilot 
and demonstration housing projects. 
Further, I offered in committee the 
amendment that earmarked $350 million 
of the $500 million authorized to be used 
solely for these pilot and demonstration 
private housing projects. I wanted to be 
assured that the guarantee program 
would continue to support private hous
ing projects which were so successfully 
demonstrating U.S. techniques of build
ing, finan'Cing and marketing. The suc
cess of the program was unquestionable. 
Nearly $250 million of the total amount 
that had been provided was already be
ing used to construct houses or was in 
process of development. Through Feb
ruary of this year, 14 housing projects 
had been completed or . were under con
struction. They involved a total invest
ment of $82.2 million and covered the 
construction of 16,000 dwelling units. 
Another 36 projects involving $157.2 mil
lion in investments and 28,000 dwelling 
units had been authorized and final plans 
were in process of de~elopment. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the 
Latin American housing program is ad
ditional evidence of the immense con
tribution that private American know
how and investment can make toward 
national progress in these countries. I 
fully support the program and urge its 
continued support by the Congress. 

Mrs. KELLY. M:r. Chairman, will th.e 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FASCELL. -I yield to the gentle
woman from New York. 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
should like to say a word about the Latin 
American housing program. . 

I have supported this program from 
its inception. I believe that this .under
taking, particularly . the private pilot 
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projects, has served a dual purpose. On 
the one hand it has helped to alleviate 
at least in some small measure the criti
cal housing shortage in Latin America. 
On the other hand it has also demon
strated how through the use of private 
enterprise and individual initiative this 
great problem can be ultimately advanced 
toward solution. 

Last year the administration requested 
an increase of $100 million in the ceil
ing on the amount of guarantees that 
may be outstanding for Latin American 
housing. At the same time, however, 
the administration proposed to termi
nate the self-liquidating pilot or dem
onstration housing program which had 
been such a success in the past. 

The Committee on Foreign Affairs did 
not go along with the later proposal. 
Instead the committee adopted an 
amendment by the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. FASCELLJ and myself which 
reinstated the pilot housing program and 
and increased the amount of guarantees 
available for this purpose by $50 million. 

During the hearings this year, the ad
ministration again expressed its desire 
not to continue the pilot housing pro
gram in Latin America and to use the 
available funds for other, but related, 
undertakings. 

Again, the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs rejected this approach. In strong 
language the committee expressed its 
belief that this endeavor is one of the 
most successful ones in the Alliance for 
Progress. And we went a step further 
by increasing to $350 million the total 
amount of guarantees that may be used 
solely for pilot or demonstration private 
housing projects of types similar to those 
insured by the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to reiterate my 
strong support for this program. It is a 
tool for demonstrating U.S. techniques 
for the building, financing, and market
ing of privately developed housing. It 
is a program which has demonstrated 
its merits. I trust that the executive 
branch, spurred by these repeated ex
pressions of congressional intent, will ap
ply itself to the administration of this 
program with the energy and the re
sources which it deserves. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Title VI-Alliance for Progress 

SEc. 105. Title VI of chapter 2 of part I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended, which relates to the Alliance for 
Progress, is amended as follows: 

(a) Section 251(b), which relates to gen
eral authority, is amended by inserting im
mediately after the third sentence thereof 
the following new sentence: "In carrying out 
this title, the President shall seek to encour
age each recipient country to improve its 
climate for private investment as a necessary 
element in economic development." 

(b) Section 252, which relates to authori
zation, is amended as follows: 

( 1) In the first sentence, strike out "use 
beginning" the first place it appears and all 
that follows down through "year 1966" and 
insert in lieu thereof "each of the fiscal years 
1967 through 1971, $850,000,000, which 
amounts are authorized to remain available 
until expended and which, except for $150,-
000,000 in each such fiscal year". 

(2) In the second sentence, strike out . 
"1964 through 1966" and insert in lieu there
of "1968 through 1971". 

House· for Members to consider. But I 
must agree with him that it is probably 
asking a little bit too much that he could 
get it accepted here without opposition, 
because notwithstanding the sincerity of 
his attempt, all he would do would be to 
gut the Alliance for Progress. That can 
hardly be called constructive. 

(3) In the last sentence, strike out "June 
30, 1965 and June 30, 1966" and insert in 
lieu thereof "June 30, 1967, through June 
30, 1971". 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DERWINSKJ: 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DERWINSKI: 

On page 7, line 16, strike out "$850,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"750,000,000 ... 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
this is a practical, constructive amend
ment. It merely seeks to save $100 mil
lion from the expenditures of this act, 
and it is aimed at the Alliance for Prog
ress where we have been more than gen
erous over the years. 

I would like to point out to the Mem
bers that we had fond hopes-! should 
not say that we had fond hopes-but the 
proponents of the Alliance for Progress 
program had fond hopes 5 years ago 
when this program was developed with 
great fanfare, that one of the products 
that would be immediately visible from 
our new investments in Latin America 
would be stability in Latin American 
governments. Yet less than a month ago 
Argentina, supposedly one of the three 
great powers of Latin America, went 
through another upheaval in govern
ment despite all the funds that have 
been poured in under this program. 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, this is' a very 
judicious, very mild and a very construc
tive amendment. I do not believe it 
would endanger the program. I think it 
would impose necessary restraint on the 
administrator of the program. I think 
that at least at some point this afternoon 
we ought to give the taxpayers of Amer
ica some relief, and I think a $100 mil
lion cut in the authorization for the Al
liance for Progress is the place to start. 

I suspect that there might be some op
position to my amendment. I am not so_ 
optimistic as to think it will be accepted 
quickly. I did have the good fortune in 
committee to have a number of amend
ments accepted by the chairman and the 
majority, and this, of course, inspired me 
to try to develop other constructive 
amendments, one of which is this amend
ment that I offer at the present time. 

But I think a $100 million cut is small. 
I think it at the same time shows a con
structive effort on the part of the House 
to put a minimum of restraint on the 
spending under this program. I think as 
long as we are not going to touch the 5-
year phase, which is so sacred to many of 
the Members, that this amendment has 
great merit, and I am hopeful that it will 
receive substantial support, more so, per
haps, than the other amendments which 
have been turned down this afternoon. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. I know 
that the distinguished gentleman, who 
is a member of the committee, attempts 
to be constructive. I think he has pushed 
his batting average a little bit too far. I 
do not recall that he offered this amend
ment in committee. Of course, he has 
a right to offer it on the ftoor of the 

At the same time the amendment is 
most unfortunate in its interpretations. 
Notwithstanding the fact that the Alli
ance for Progress has been and is under
stood to be a long-term program, it has 
moved ·along surprisingly well. Govern
ments in Latin America are taking 
actions which we thought just a few years 
ago were not even possible-for example, 
tax reforms and land reforms, among 
others. 

But in the middle of this program, 
when we are beginning to see some day
light and when we are gaining some 
momentum, and when we are attempting, 
from both an administrative standpoint 
and from a legislative standpoint, to 
make what amounts to a clear commit
ment to a program that should be 
extended, we should not suddenly sub
stantially cut it without reason or ex
planation. That does not seem to me to 
be logical, particularly when it would 
have the interpretation placed upon it 
which it would have within our own 
Western Hemisphere. 

Notwithstanding the trouble we have 
all over the world, I think all-of us here 
are very cognizant of the fact that 
tremendous strides have been made 

. in Latin America in recent years. This 
is no time to be taking any kind of a 
step backward in the question of funding 

. those programs which are giving these 
people some encouragement to do for 
themselves what needs to be done. I 
think it is very, very important that the 
Alliance for Progress continue to be au
thorized at the funding level which has 
been set forth by the administration in 
view of the progress that has been shown. 

U.S. policy in the Western Hemisphere 
has been truly bipartisan almost since the 
founding of the Republic. This spirit 
was reflected most recently when the 
leadership on both sides of the aisle 
joined with the President on his visit to 
Mexico. 

In recent years we have forged ahead 
in promoting and strengthening rela
tionships in the hemisphere. In the 
spirit of fo-reign policy bipartisanship it 
is only proper that we should note the 
contribution to our present hemisphelic 
policy by President Eisenhower, his 
brother, Milton Eisenhower, Douglas Dil
lon, the former Secretary of the Treas
ury, and Robert Anderson, also a former 
Secretary of the Treasury. The :first 
three made significant contributions to 
building the policy now known as the 
Alliance for Progress. Robert Anderson 
is leading the negotiations with Panama. 

With the help of the Alliance for Prog
ress, Latin American overall economic 
growth ·is now going forward at a healthy 
rate-about 6 percent annually. And. 
even if one discounts the population 
growth rate, the per capita growth rate is 
still over 2.5 percent. While we would 
all like to see more, this is hardly stagna-
tion. · 
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Latin American exports are growing at 

the rate of 3 percent per year and im
ports at the rate of 3.5 percent. 

U.S. financial assistance to Latin 
America is now running at the rate of 
over $1 billion annually. In Latin Amer
ica the annual volume of national sav
ings has increased by $1.5 billion. 

In the words of the Inter-American 
Committee for the Alliance for Prog
ress--ClAP: 

The basic factors of Latin American eco
nomic development during the last 2 years 
and the prospects for the coming year are 
encouraging. 

On the social side, this committee 
noted with satisfaction the widespread 
effort going forward to create institutions 
which finance social projects and private 
external assistance of at least $160 mil
lion devoted almost entirely to social pro
grams. Nevertheless, the committee 
added that the solution to social prob
lems in Latin America-as indeed it does 
in the United States-depends funda
mentally on the adoption of suitable tax 
and tax collection policies. 

The committee's points on expanded 
educational efforts and cultural ex
changes are exactly in line with the ad
ministration's policies and action. 

The record shows that one of the most 
significant overall results in Latin Amer
ica over the past 18 months from the 
Alliance for Progress has been the 
strengthening of democracy. For in this 
year and a half there has been only a 
single case in which a democratically 
elected government has departed from 
office by other than constitutional means. 
Eleven countries have held elections at 
the local or national level during the 
period and the results have been re
spected, even where opposition candi
dates have won by narrow margins. 
Four of these elections occurred within 
the last 2 months and three others are 
scheduled in the next several months. 
In the Dominican Republic. where a few 
months ago some were saying an elec
tion was impossible, the free elections 
were held on June 1, 1966, and prospects 
for continued expansion of democratic 
institutions will proceed. 

U.S. policy is in strong support for 
private enterprise, and realistic in its 
awareness of communism. 

As pointed out by David Rockefeller, in 
an excellent article appearing in the 
April1966 issue of Foreign Affairs, recent 
performance on the private enterprise 
side has been relatively good. He notes 
that private foreign direct investment is 
increasing. If reinvested earnings of 
U.S. companies are counted together 
with direct investment :flows from the 
United States, the target of $300 million 
annually for such investment set in 1961 
has been exceeded. Capital :flight from 
Latin America is not now a serious 
problem. 

The issue of communism has to be 
placed in its proper perspective. Cer
tainly it is a problem. As the President 
pointed out in his speech in Mexico City 
on April15: 

We believe the struggle for social justice 
and more emcient and equitable use of nat
ural resources must be led by each country 

in its own behalf. My administration will 
not be deterred by those who tenaciously or 
selfishly cling to special privileges from the 
past. We will not be deterred by those who 
say that to risk change is to risk communism. 

We do not wish to see communism spread 
in this hemisphere, but we believe .that the 
threat to the liberty and independence of the 
Latin American peoples from communism 
cannot be met merely by force. We will 
continue to concentrate our assistance mainly 
in economic and social fields and to encour
age our Latin American neighbors, where pos
sible, to limit their outlays for military pill
poses. We are encouraged that democracy 
flourishes in countries such as Mexico where 
expenditures for education and development 
are high. 

We do not underestimate for a mo
ment the significance of the Tri-Conti
nental Conference that was held in 
Havana in January 1966. Cuba, the So
viet Union and Communist China clearly 
put the world on notice that Latin Amer
ica is a prime target for subversive ag
gression. Democratic Latin America re
sponded immediately and with vigor. 
The threat posed by the Tri-Continental 
Conference was immediately discussed 
within the Organization of American 
States and the American Republics put 
Communist countries on notice that they 
would not tolerate Communist subversion 
in this hemisphere. The Latin American 
Republics also discussed the issue in the 
United Nations. In a letter to the Sec
retary General they brought out sharply 
the inconsistency between the pious ap
proval by the Soviet-Union and Cuba of 
a resolution on nonintervention and the 
openly interventionist activities of the 
Soviet and Cuba representatives at the 
Tri-Continental Conference. In sum, 
none of the free countries in this hemi
sphere have ignored the threat which 
the Tri-Continental Conference posed to 
freedom. At the same time, none of them 
intend to be deterred by this threat from 
the equally important work of the hemi
sphere which is economic and social 
progress. · 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I wonder 
if the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DER
WINSKI], would not agree with me that 
if we cut 15 cents out of this bill the pro·
ponents would say we were gutting it. 
I have heard that expression used time 
after time in this debate and, of course, 
time after time in previous years. It 
seems if we take anything at all out of 
this bill, it is being gutted. Does the 
gentleman agree with that statement? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. I agree with the 
gentleman from Iowa. May I make one 
observation? The gentleman from Iowa 
and I have listened while the gentleman 
from Florida delivered a scorching attack 
on this amendment. We have heard the 
argument that the Alliance for Progress 
has supposedly brought countries in 
Latin America into the 20th century. If 
we would study history we would find 
that, in proportion, there were fewer 
revolutions in Latin America prior to the 
social unrest generated by the Alliance 
for Progress program than there have 
been since. Where is the progress from 
the spending? 

Mr. GROSS. I seem to recall that 
everything was supposed to be lovely and 
the goose was hanging high down in 
Argentina. We have turned loose sub
stantial Alliance for Progress and other 
giveaway funds in Argentina. But the 
other day, out of thin air-at least the 
State Department had no prior knowl
edge of it--there was another military 
takeover in Argentina. . 

The gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
FASCELL] talks about this hemisphere 
and the need to keep out communism. 
Why, bless his heart and soul, we had 
a Communist government planted in the 
Western Hemisphere for the first time 
under the Democrats. 

The Alliance for Progress has not 
stopped communism in the Western 
Hemisphere. We got it here after the 
Alliance for Progress was put in motion. 

I would think somewhere along the 
line the gentlemen who are the propo
nents and sponsors of this giveaway pro
gram would begin to have some regard 
for the taxpayers of this country and 
the burdens that they are going to have 
to carry, and the burdens upon their 
children. I would think that some day 
that would give them a little pause. 

This bill started out at $3.4 billion 
for 1 year. It is now a 2-year program 
providing $4.1 billion in the first year, 
and $4.2 billion in the second year. 
Those are the approximate :figures. This 
is not even the bill that the administra
tion asked for originally. We moved 
in-not "we," but you moved in and 
added hundreds of millions of dollars 
to it. 

In all conscience· I ask when are we 
going to give the taxpayers of this coun
try a break? 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, we are 
goi:n,g to give them a break right now, 
because we are setting up a program 
which is independent, which meets the 
requirements of the administration's re
quest in a great measure, but which is 
not a rubber stamp. I think the gentle
man should be pleased on that point. 

Since the gentleman used my name, I 
may say I did not talk about communism. 
I talked about freedom in the Western 
Hemisphere. 

Mr. GROSS. Can there be commu
nism and freedom at one and the same 
time? 

Mr. FASCELL. I would not want to 
quibble with the gentleman on sematics. 
The Alliance for Progress came about 
after that to prevent any more Cuba's, 
and we have not had any more Commu
nist invasion since that time. 

Mr. GROSS. Who engineered the 
fiasco of the invasion of Cuba? Who 
was around at that time? Communism 
could have been stopped in its tracks at 
that time in the Western Hemisphere and 
stopped in its abillty to spawn commu
nism all over the rest of the Western 
Hemisphere. What happened on that 
fateful day in April 1961? 

Mr. FASCELL. First of all, we did not 
have any Alliance for Progress. Sec-
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ondly, we had to have a bad situation in 
order to have a fiasco. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. DERWINSKI]. 

The question was taken: and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. DERWINSKI) 
there were--ayes 36, noes 42. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman I 
demand tellers. ' 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. DERWINSKI 
and Mr. GALLAGHER. 

The Committee again divided, and the 
tellers reported that there were-ayes 49, 
noes 86. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Title VIII-Southeast Asia multilateral and 
regional programs 

SEc. 106. Chapter 2 of part I the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new titles: 
"TrrLE VIII-SOUTHEAST ASIA MULTILATERAL AND 

REGIONAL PROGRAMS 
"SEC. 271. GENERAL PROVISIONS.-The ac

celeration of social and economic progress in 
southeast Asia is important to the achieve
ment of the United States foreign policy 
objectives of peace and stability in that area. 
It is the sense of Congress that this objective 
would be ~erved by an expanded effort by 
the countnes of soluthea.st Asia and other 
interested countries in cooperative programs 
for social and economic development of the 
region, employing both multilateral and 
bilateral channels of assistance. 

"SEC. 272. SPECIAL PROVISIONS.-In provid
ing assistance to further the purposes of this 
title the President shall take into account-

"(1) initiatives in the field of social and 
economic development by Asian peoples and 
institutions; 

"(2) regional economic cooperation and 
integration in southeast Asia; 

" (3) the extent of participation by other 
potential donor countries; 

"(4) the degree of peaceful cooperation 
among the countries of southeast Asia toward 
the solution of common problems; and 

"(5) the ability of multilateral institu
tions or other administering authorities to 
carry out projects and programs effectively, 
efficiently, and economically. 

"SEC. 273. AUTHORIZATION.-The President 
is authorized to utilize funds otherwise avail
able to carry out the provisions of part I of 
this Act (other than title VI of this chapter) 
to furnish assistance under this title on such 
terms and conditions as he may deterinine, 
in order to promote social and economic 
development and stability in southeast Asia. 
"TrrLE IX-UTILIZATION OF DEMOCRATIC INSTI• 

TUTIONS IN DEVELOPMENT 
"SEC. 281. In carrying out programs au

thorized in this chapter, emphasis shall be 
placed on assuring maximum participation 
m the task ·of economic development on the 
part of the people of the developing coun
tries, through the encouragement of demo
cratic private and local governmental insti
tutions." 

Mr. MORGAN (interrupting the read
ing> . Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that this title be considered as 
read, printed in the RECORD, and open for 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 
. Mr. A~AIR. Mr. Chairman, reserv
mg the r1ght to object, would that be over 
to line 18, page 9? 

Mr. MORGAN. I think it would be 
over to page 10, line 2. 

The CHAIRMAN. In the opinion of 
the Chair, that takes us to page 10 line a , 

Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ADAm 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ADAm: On 

page 8, beginning in line 17, strike out ", 
employing both multilateral and bilateral 
channels of assistance". 

Page 9, line 8, strike out "multilateral in
stitutions or other". 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, the pur
pose of this amendment is to change the 
language of the new title VIII, sections 
271 and 272, to eliminate any authority 
granted to the President to channel bi
lateral aid funds through multilateral 
agencies. 

We had testimony before the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs that such chan
neling had a serious adverse effect upon 
the balance of payments because it did 
not retain the restrictions placed in this 
act to protect the U.S. balance-of-pay
ments position. 

Second, Mr. Chairman, if this provi
sion remains in the law, it negates section 
620(e) (1), which protects U.S. foreign 
investment by providing for the cessa
tion of U.S. bilateral aid to countries ex
propriating U.S. property without mak
ing prompt and full value compensation. 

Third, if this remains in, there will be 
no effect to congressional policy direc
tives regarding foreign aid contained in 
section 620(e) through 620(m), which 
include restrictions on aid to CUba 

· among other things. 
Another objection to this language re

maining in the bill would be that it would 
negate the congressional directives in 
sections 202 and 252 requiring the use 
of not less than 50 percent of develop
ment loan funds for economic develop
ment through private enterprise. 

Another objection if this language re
mains is that the regular authorization 
and appropriation procedure for our 
U.S. contributions to multilateral finan
cial institutions which provide the im
portant opportunity for congressional 
review and public discussion would be 
nonexistent. 

Lastly, the policy of minimum interest 
rates on development loan and cargo 
preference requirements on AID
financed ships would no longer be effec
tive. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, there is a provi
sion in existing law, in section 205, as 
follows: 

The President, after consideration of the 
extent of additional participation by other 
countries, may make available, in addition to 
any other funds available for such purposes, 
on such terms and conditions as he deter
mines, not to exceed 15 per centum of the 
funds made available for this title to the 
International Development Association, the 
International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development, or the International Finance 
Corporation for use pursuant to the laws 
governing United States participation in 
such institution. 

However, in recent years the Commit
tee on Appropriations has written lan
guage into the appropriation bill which 
removed the effectiveness of that section 

Mr. Chairman, I would hope, based 
upon .la~t year's Foreign Assistance Ap
propriatiOn Act, since it contains sub
stantially the same language that has 
been in the appropriations act for sev
eral years, that this amendment would 
be adopted. That language provides -
that no part of this appropriation may 
be used to carry out the provisions of 
section 205 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961, as mended. 

Mr. Chairman, the effect of what I 
have been saying is this: that section 
~05 of the Foreign Assistance Act says, 
m effect, that you can use 15 percent of 
development loans through specified 
multilateral agencies, but the Congres~ 
in the appropriation law said this could 
not be done. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment if 
adopted would carry on the same policy 
in the new section of the law. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. ' 

Mr. Chairman, one of our prime objec
tives in the foreign aid bill and in related 
legislation which we have considered in 
the past, has been to encourage self-help 
and to encourage other countries to co
operate with each other on a regional 
basis. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the most dra
matic results of our efforts in this re
gard, occurred in southeast Asia. 

Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman's 
amendment should prevail, it would dis
rupt some of the most progressive steps 
that have been taken on· the part of the 
various countries in southeast Asia. It 
would certainly cause havoc with the 
Asian Development Bank and the Me
kong River Valley project and the south
east Asia highway program. 

The very purpose of the proposed title 
VIII is to further encourage those coun
tries to cooperate with each other and to · 
undertake other multilateral self-help 
programs. 

This title reaffirms the very policy of 
the United States by promoting progress 
through cooperative, self-help efforts. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the 
amendment of the gentleman from In
diana would cause great damage. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I am delighted to 
yield to my dear friend, the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. ADAIR]. 

Mr. ADAm. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman agree-and perhaps I did not 
have the time to develop this as fully as 
it should have been developed-to the 
extent that we channel money under this 
new section VIII through multilateral 
agencies, we are depriving those funds of 
many of the safeguards and many of the 
guidelines that we have laboriously writ
ten into this legislation through the 
years for bilateral assistance? 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. As the gentleman 
knows, there are no funds authorized or 
requested under this title for this year. 
However, it is our committee's intent 
expressed in the report, that such fund~ 
as may be used pursuant to this title, be 
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used subject to the safeguards and basic 
conditions which are 1n the law. I can 
assure the gentleman we will have an op
portunity to review the implementation 
of this title next year and to pursue the 
issues that the gentleman is concerned 
about. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. ADAIR. Is not the gentleman then 
making an argument ·for a 1-year rather 
than a 2-year extension of this program 
if the gentleman says that in another 
year we will have, and we ought to have, 
the opportunity to review these deficien
cies which I allege exist, because of the 
failure of protections which we have 
written into the law, and if we do not 
have the bill before us next year we will 
not have that opportunity? 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. As I said, we will 
have the opportunity to check on this 
matter further next year. Also, if the 
President should use development loan 
funds for the purposes of this title, the 
committee expects that he will use such 
funds in accordance with the provisions 
of title I governing development loans. 

I do want to point out, and I am sure 
that the gentleman will not disagree, that 
if his amendment prevails, the programs 
that are now underway, such fine co
operative programs in southeast Asia as 
the Mekong River Valley project, would 
be placed in jeopardy. 

I wish the gentleman had seen, and I 
am not sure whether he did or not, the 
documentary film which showed the kind 
of cooperation that every country 1n the 
area has given to this project, and how 
they helped each other in order to make 
the project work. 

The gentleman's amendment would 
defeat this type of cooperative effort. 
I therefore hope the amendment will be 
defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

The amend.L_ent was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

CHAPTER a-INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 
AND PROGRAMS 

SEC. 107. Chapter 3 of part I of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, which re
lates to international organizations and pro
grams, is amended as follows: 

(a) Section 301 (a), which relates to gen
eral authority, is amended by inserting im
mediately after "by such organizations" the 
following: ", and in the case of the Indus 
Basin Development Fund administered by the 
International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development to make grants and loans pay
able as to principal and interest in United 
States dollars and subject to the provisions of 
section 201 (d),". 

(b) Section SOl(b), which relates to gen
eral authority, is amended by striking out 
"United Nations Expanded PTogram of Tech
nical Assistance and the United Nations Spe
cial Fund" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"United Nations Development Program" and 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new sentence: "The President shall seek to 
assure that no contribution to the United 
Nations Development Program authorized by 
this Act shall be used for projects for eco
nomic or technical assistance w the Govern-

ment of Cuba, so long as Cuba is governed 
by the Castro regime." 

(c) Section 301(c), which relates to assist
ance for Palestine refugees in the Near East, 
is amended by striking out the last sentence 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"Contributions by the United States for the 
fiscal year 1967 shall not exceed $13,300,000. 
No contributions under this subsection shall 
be made ex-cept on the condition that the 
United Nations Relief and Works Agency 
take all possible measures to assure that no 
part of the United States contribution shall 
be used to furnish assistance to any refugee 
who is receiving training as a member of the 
so-called Palestine Liberation Organization." 

(d) Section 302, which relates to authoriza-
tion, is amended to read as follows: · 

"SEC. 302. AUTHORIZATION.-(a) There is 
authorized to be appropriated to the Presi
dent for grants to carry out the purposes of 
this chapter, in addition to funds available 
under any other Act for such purposes, for 
each of the fiscal years 1967 and 1968 not to 
exceed $140,433,000. 

"(b) There is authorized to be appropriated 
to the President for loans for Indus Basin 
Development to carry out the purposes of . 
this chapter, in addition to funds available 
under this or any other Act for such pur
poses, for use beginning in the fiscal year 
1968, $51,220,000. 

"(c) There is authorized to be appropriated 
to the President, for the fiscal year 1967, 
$1,000,000 for contributions to the United 
Nations Children's Fund during the calendar 
year 1967. Funds made available under this 
subsection shall be in addition to "funds avail
able under this or any other Act for such 
contributions and shall not be taken into 
account in computing the aggregate amount 
of United States contributions to such fund 
for the calendar year 1967. 

"(d) None of the funds available to carry 
out this chapter shall be contributed to any 
international organization or to any foreign 
government or agency thereof to pay the 
costs of developing or operating any volun
teer program of such organization, govern
ment, or agency relating to the selection, 
training, and programing of volunteer man
power." 

Mr. GROSS (interrupting the reading 
of the bill). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the further reading 
of this title be dispensed with, and that 
it be open to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GROSS 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GRoss: On page 

12, following line 12, insert the following: 
" (e) None of the funds provided in this 

act shall be made available to any interna
tional organization, located within the 
United States, a member of which employs 
directly or indirectly, or otherwise gives 
sanctuary to any foreign national who has 
been determined to have been a spy or espi
onage agent, or who has sought by other 
clandestine means to violate the security of 
the United States Government." 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, this is 
one amendment that will not and does 
not seek to cut the funds, and therefore 
will not gut the bill. 

As a matter of fact, it just might save 
some money. 

I am prompted to offer this amend
ment by the story which appeared in 
the paper this morning about the two 

Czechoslovakian spies who have been dis
covered 1n this country. Our Govern
ment has asked that one of them be de
ported, and he probably will be deported, 
but the other, the prime mover, a Czech 
by the name of Pisk, is located in the 
United Nations. He is the individual 
who originated this espionage effort in 
the State Department. He is the one 
who, apparently, first made contact with 
a State Department employee and ex
changed ideas on how to steal the secrets 
of this Government by planting a listen
ing device in the State Department. 

It is incredible that this spy, the orig
inator of this business, should be able to 
remain overnight in the United States. 

Let me read what a spokesman for the 
U.S. delegation in the United Nations is 
quoted in this morning's newspaper as 
saying: 

In New York, U.S. delegates to the U.N. in
dicated that Pisk would not be expelled from 
the United States. "Mr. Pisk has done 
nothing to violate the U.N. headquarters 
agreement," the sources said. "Therefore, no 
action is contemplated on him here at this 
time." 

I want to see this spy kicked out of the 
. United States. I want to see some kind 

of showdown here and now as to whether 
Congress is going to tolerate the United 
Nations as a sanctuary for spies in this 
country. The purpose of my amendment 
is to see that no international organiza
tion gets any funds through the Congress 
of the United States and from American 
taxpayers if it provides a sanctuary for 
any foreign agent who has sought by 
clandestine means to violate the security 
of the United States. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. WATSON. I certainly wish to 
join in the sentiments expressed here 
and to lend my wholehearted support of 
this amendment. I fail to see how any
one could refuse to support the amend
ment of the gentleman from Iowa. This 
is a great and free country, and because 
of that freedom and the unlimited op
portunities and lack of restrictions here, 
it is very easy for any citizen to engage 
in espionage. But I think it is uncon
scionable that this country should help 
pay the ·bill of any organization which 
engages in ~spionage activities, as this 
particular Czechoslovakian has done. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks at this point in the REcORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, while 

I am speaking in favor of this amend
ment, I would like to tak~ this oppor
tunity to set forth some of my objec
tions to the passage of this entire meas
ure. 

First, I fail to see the propriety for 
the United States to continue to pour 
millions of dollars into the United Na
tions and its satellite organizations while 
we find some of these funds being used 
directly against our best interests. I am 
speaking specifically of the $37.5 million 
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which is 40 percent of the total funds for 
the operation of the U.N. Special Fund. 
This fund is being used to help finance 
the teaching of technology at the Uni
versity of Havana, and it is unbelievable 
that American taxpayers should be re-
quired to help finance the teaching of 
Cuban Soldiers in advance technology. 

Second. I do not believe that we are 
getting full benefit from the military as
sistance which has amounted to over $37 
billion since World War II. The $917 
million for military assistance included 
in this bill does not include at least 
another billion dollars for paying and 
supplying the South Vietnamese Army. 

What disturbs me, Mr. Chairman. is 
the fact that of the 55 nations designated 
for military aid this. year, only 1, Ko
rea, has sent troops to Vietnam. 

Third, we are grateful to Australia and 
New Zealand for assisting us in VIetnam, 
but neither of these countries is listed 
for military assistance in this bill. 

Fourth. I oppose this foreign aid bill 
because this year we will be virtually ab
dicating our congressional review 
through the 2-year authorization pro
posed. Constantly, the Congress is 
under pressure to relinquish more and 
more- of its constitutional prerogatives of 
controlling our Nation's purse strings, 
and I, for one, am not willing to ac
quiesce further in this regard. We have 
a responsibility to the American people 
to keep some sort of lid on our foreign aid 
expenditures. 

Fifth. The amount included in this 
bill is greatly excessive and without jus
tification. The President requested. in 
his words, a "barebones" appropriation 
for foreign assistance. The facts are 
that we presently have over $6.7 billion 
available from prior years' funds for ex
penditure in the foreign assistance field. 
When you couple this amount with the 
approximately $5.6 billion being author
ized through the various organizations 
for foreign assistance, we find that the 
appropriations will be about four times 
the amount of the so-called barebones 
request made by the administration. 

Sixth. Mr. Chairman, the terms and 
interest rates on the loans being made 
under our foreign aid program are totally 
unrealistic, and, in my judgment, ad
verse to our best interests in many areas. 
While we are granting 40-year loans at 
2¥2 percent with a 10-year grace period, 
we find the Communist countries pres
ently granting loans on a 10- to 12-year 
term at much higher rates. Actually, 
Mr. Chairman, some of the loans made 
by this country are being used by other 
countries to repay obligations or debts to 
Communist countries. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, instead of con
tinuing unabatedly this foreign give
away program, we should limit our for
eign assistance to those r~ations, and only 
those nations, which have bona fide stra
tegic value to the U.S. interests. We 
should terminate assistance to those 
countries aiding the Communists in any 
manner or form. or to those countries 
which play one side against the other in 
accepting handouts from both the United 
States and the Communist nations. Ad
ditionally, the report of the committee 
shows that we could substantially reduce 

the personnel complement of the Agency partment does not want to tolerate spies. 
for International Development bureauc- They are the ones that broke up the 
racy without adversely affecting its operation to which the gentleman has 
responsibilities. referred. 

I believe further, Mr. Chairman, that This is a very simple amendment. All 
our economic aid programs should be it really does is to prohibit the United 
changed from a line of credit to a real States from giving any money to the 
resource basis providing U.S. goods and United Nations. If we want to break up 
technical services for specific projects. the United Nations, then I say let us vote 
If this were done, program loans should for this amendment. On the other 
be phased out as quickly as possible be- hand, let those authorities entrusted 
cause of the adverse effects this type of with the security of the United States 
aid is having on the U.S. balance of pursue, prosecute, and take whatever 
payments. measures are necessary against spies who 

In my judgment, this foreign assist- operate in this country. 
ance bill is just another step toward the Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
great international society, which will be gentleman yield? 
financed by the American taxpayers. Mr. GALLAGHER. I yield to the gen-
After all, we represent them, not the tleman from Iowa. 
people of the world, and it is high time Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, the 
that we considered the financial prob- amendment does not do anything of the 
lems of our overburdened taxpayers here kind. If the United Nations-located 
at home, instead of trying to buy friends on the soil of the United States-gets rid 
throughout the world. of this spy, it gets its money. If it does 

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr. not, there would be no contribution by 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? the United States. It is just that simple. 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman Mr. GALLAGHER. Who is to judge 
from Pennsylvania. who is the spy-you, or the State De-

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I be- partment, or our Government? 
lleve the gentleman has a good point. In Mr. GROSS. Who usually determines 
fact, this particular individual did vio- who is the spy? 
late his employment under the United Mr. GALLAGHER. . The courts do. 
Nations organization, the United Nations Mr. GROSS. The courts could not 
Charter. No employee is to act as an prosecute this individual because of dip
agent of any particular country, but lomatic inmunity. 
must act only on behalf of the United Mr. GALLAGHER. They still have 
Nations, and this fellow completely broke that prerogative. We are still pursuing 
his agreement and broke the United Na- them. The FBI is still tracking them 
tions Charter in that regard. I agree down. 
with you. Mr. GROSS. We cannot get this in-

Mr. FASCELL~ Mr. Chairman, will the dividual out of the country. 
gentleman yield? Mr. GALLAGHER. That is not true. 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman We have had over 700 of this type of 
from Florida. people deported, who were operating 

Mr. FASCELL. I did not understand through the United Nations or in the 
that the individual to whom the gentle- embassies. 
man referred was in the employ of the I agree with the gentleman. The 
United Nations at the time of the alleged problem is that I do not believe this is 
acts. Was he? the area where we should adopt this kind 

Mr. GROSS. He is in tre employ of of action. What in effect the gentleman 
the Czechoslovakian Government's dele- · will do is to throw the United Nations 
gation to the United Nations. He is in into a turmoil at the very time when we 
the United Nations at the present time, are trying to find ways to peace. 
if the reports in the newspapers are ac- Let us get rid of the spies. I am all 
curate. for it. 

Mr. FASCELL. I know, but in re- Mr. GROSS. How does the gentleman 
sponse to the point raised by the gentle- propose to get rid of these spies? 
man from Pennsylvania, the issue is Mr. GALLAGHER. In the same way 
whether he violated the terms of the as we always do. We root them out, as 
agreement with respect to the United the State Department did. 
Nations. Mr. GROSS. How does the gentleman 

Mr. GROSS. I am not concerned with propose to get rid of them? 
whether he violated a United Nations Mr. GALLAGHER. We try them and 
agreement. I am concerned with Con- convict them. 

· gress tolerating and the American tax- Mr. GROSS. We are not going to try 
payers putting up money for any inter- this man. We are not going to deport 
national organization within the United him unless his government wants him to 
States to give sanctuary to a spy. go. 

Mr. FASCELL. So am I. Mr. GALLAGHER. I would say to the 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman that this is presently under 

gentleman has expired. investigation. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, I This is not the day to gut the United 

rise in opposition to the amendment. Nations. That is what this does. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman I urge the defeat of the amendment. 

from New Jersey is recognized for 5 min- Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
utes. man. I move to strike the requisite num-

Mr. GALLAGHER. I think there is no ber of words. 
one here on either side of the aisle who Mr. Chairman, I . deeply regret that my 
would want to tolerate spies in the good friend from Iowa--and I regard 
United States. Certainly the State De- him as one of my close dear friends-has 
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seen fit to bring into this discussion the 
name of the United Nations. · 

Mr. Chairman, it was my great honor 
and my great privilege to serve as a dele
gate to the General Assembly of the 
United Nations. It was an experience 
that has enriched my life. Before I 
went there, I had always supported the 
United Nations. I believed in it. But I 
have never fully appreciated the vast
ness of the work of the United Nations. 

Mr. Chairman, it is truly our only 
bridge to peace and to world understand
ing. It may be a frail bridge, but it is 
our only bridge. Serving there, Mr. 
Chairman, with the great statesman 
from New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN], 
my fellow delegate, and serving with the 
delegates from 117 other nations of the 
world, all seeking to :find planes of com
mon agreement on which could be rested 
the conscience of the universe, has con
vinced me of the depth and worth of the 
United Nations. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I deeply regret that 
my beloved friend from Iowar-whom I 
salute as a great statesman, and who is 
doing a great job, even though he is not 
always in agreement with me, and is one 
of the most industrious Members of this 
body-! do regret that he has brought 
into this discussion the United Nations. 
Respectfully but firmly I now ask him to 
withdraw his amendment. Will he do 
it? 

Mr. GROSS. Not the longest day I 
have ever lived would I withdraw the 
amendment. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Then, much 
as I admire and love my friend, I am 
sorry I cannot shed my blood with him 
and, perforce, must leave him to die 
alone. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Iowa [Mr. GRoss]. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. GRoss) there 
were-ayes 52, noes 72. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BENNETT 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BENNETT: On 

page 11, immediately after line 11, insert 
the following: · 

"(d) Section 301 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsec
tion: 

"'(d) The President shall seek to assure 
that no payment or contribution by the 
United States to the United Nations or to 
any agency or activity thereof shall be used 
for any program or activity which is con
trary to the policies of the United States.' " 

And redesignate the following subsection 
accordingly. 

Mr. BENNE'IT. Mr. Chairman, I 
spoke on this matter yesterday, as shown 
on page 15412 of the RECORD and I have 
altered the amendment today to exclude 
the last sentence and to make it conform 
thereby with the "Cuba section" of the 
pending bill. 

I am pleased that the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee has included in this 
year's bill a policy statement that: 

The President shall seek to assure that no 
contribution to the United States Develop-

ment Program ... shall be used for projects 
for economic or technical assistance to the 
Government of Cuba, so long as Cuba is 
governed by the Castro regime. 

In recent years I have testified before 
the committee in support of my bill to 
provide that U.S. payments to the United 
Nations shall not be used for programs 
contrary to the policies of our country. 
I have also offered similar legislation as 
an amendment to the foreign aid bill. 
This year, on May 11, 1966, I testified in 
behalf of my bill, H.R. 53, calling for a 
halt to this misuse of funds to nations 
who have vowed to destroy us, or who are 
openly assisting our enemies. 

The evidence in support of the need 
for my legislation has been clear. In 
January of this year, the United Na
tions Special Fund, now the U.N. develop
ment program, approved a project at the 
University of Havana to train engineers 
and other technical persons, costing, 
$2,096,500. Castro's Communist teach
ers, many of whom are Russians, were 
handed this money to carry out a pro
gram certain to undermine our efforts 
to keep the Western Hemisphere free 
from Castro and Russian totalitarianism. 
Our representatives at the United Na
tions objected to this, and voted against 
it, but it did no good. Just 2 years ago, 
the U.N. Special Fund also approved a 
grant to help Castro's ailing economy, 
which cost U.S. taxpayers $500,000. 

The language in this year's bill would 
require the President to seek assurance 
that U.S. funds given to the United 
Nations will not go to Castro's Cuba. 
This is good and establishes a basic 
policy which our freedom-loving :People 
demand. It is idiotic that our country, 
which contributes over 40 percent of 
all funds going to the U.N. development 
program annually, should thus support 
the totalitarian designs of Castro and 
his Communist government to the tune 
of millions of dollars. I congratulate the 
committee on providing the language it 
did about Cuba .. 

While the bill includes the provision 
to ban U.S. contributions to the U.N. 
development program which go to Cuba, 
the legislation needs to be further 
amended to cover all United Nations 
programs in which funds might be used 
contrary to our national interests, and 
it needs to cover all nations not just 
Cuba. 

T.he evidence for the need of this 
amendment, which would provide that 
no payment by the United States to the 
United Nations shall be useu for any 
program contrary to the policies of the 
United States is readily available. There 
is no requirement by the U.N. Charter 
that we make these contributions. 

The most ftagrant and disheartening 
example outside of Cuba involves Cam
bodia and our fight for freedom for the 
Vietnamese people. 

In the last 4 years, Cambodia has re
ceived almost $3 million from the U.N. 
Special Fund for various projects, which 
cost U.S. taxpayers $1.2 miilion. The 
most recent. grant was for $611,900 in 
January 1965. This is the same coun
try which is led by Prince Sihanouk, who 
said on March 23, 1966, in announcing 

that Cambodia had given the Vietcong 
a shipment of rice: 

We have given this aid to them by clos
ing our eyes because we and the Vietcong 
have a common enemy, which is U.S. im
perialism. 

Foreign relations expert and columnist 
C. L. Sulzberger of the New York Times 
has recently reported that Cambodia is 
"a sanctuary and supply source for the 
Vietcong on such a scale that the Pnom
Penh government must know it. From 
the extreme south to Laos in the north, 
Cambodia is violating its proclaimed 
neutrality." 

I will read here a recent news dispatch 
from Cambodia: 

PHNOM PENH, CAMBODIA.-Prince Norodom 
- Sihanouk has sent a message of solidarity to 
North Vietnamese President Ho Chi Minh on 
the U.S. bombings of oil depots near Hanoi 
and Haiphong, the government reported. 

Sihanouk expressed "profound indigna
tion" for the raids and pledged "total sup
port to (North) Viet Nam." 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment would 
allow the President to put a stop to the 
often times wholesale support and tax
payer's dollars to people who have ftatly 
stated: "We will bury you." It is a sick
ening thing to realize that our dollars are 
helping to aid a country which gives 
sanctuary to the Vietcong. 

Once this amendment is passed the 
President will have a firmer base on 
which to demand that U.S. funds not be 
used by anti-American programs. 

I urge that the House adopt this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have always believed 
in the basic idea of using U.S. dollars as 
a tool for world peace and our own se
curity. When I felt our foreign aid pro
gram was excessive and mismanaged I 
have recorded my vote against it as a pro
test against day-to-day imperfections 
rather than against the basic idea of for
eign aid, substituting dollars for lives. 
Too often we have seen vast amounts of 
taxpayers' dollars go down the drain 
through extravagance or bad guessing on 
political motives of various countries or 
through other misconduct of the aid pro
gram; but no one can seriously quarrel 
with the objectives. 

I am certain that the foreign aid pro
gram as now constituted is not the only 
answer to world peace and the uplifting 
of underdeveloped nations. I believe our 
State Department should have a U.S. 
Agency for World Peace, which would do 
intensive research into finding ways of 
achieving peace. I have introduced leg
islation on this, H.R. 16038, and have 
asked for departmental reports and hear
ings on the bill. I am hopeful for early 
action on this measure, which I believe 
would be a great move toward peace. 

Concerning the foreign aid legislation 
before the House today, it comes to us 
significantly when we are engaged in an 
all-out war in Vietnam. One-fourth of 
the total· budget administered by the 
Agency for International Development is 
for Vietnam. These funds in the past 
have been used to construct 2,300 schools 
and in the next 2 years 13,000 new class
rooms will be built for more than three
quarters of a million children. These 
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funds will also go to medical facilities, 
resettlement of the 900,000 Vietnamese 
people who have been driven from their 
homes because of the war, and for devel
opment of farming and fishing oppor
tunities, in which four-fifths of the Viet
namese people are engaged. The bill, 
moreover, provides weapons of war to our 
allies in South Vietnam. We are fighting 
a military war; then, a political war and 
thirdly an economic war. We must win 
each to eliminate the military war. 

Today, with our Nation's energies and 
manpower devoted to securing peace in 
Vietnam and southeast Asia, we must act 
favorably on the legislation before us; 
and I expect to cast my VPte for the bill 
on final passage even though I realize 
that the things that will be done under 
the bill will not always be perfect. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MORGAN. I understand the gen
tleman has consulted the gentlewoman 
from Ohio [Mrs. BoLTON] on the minor
ity side. 

Mr. BENNETT. I did. 
Mr. MORGAN. The amendment has 

been modified. It now brings the 
amendment into conformity to the 
Cuban amendment; is that correct? 

Mr. BENNETT. That is correct. 
Mr. MORGAN. The majority has no 

objection to the gentleman's amendment. 
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I am the author of the 

amendment which appears in section 
107 (b) of the bill which seek.:; to prohibit 
the use of voluntary contributions made 
by the United States to the United Na
tions development program for technical 
assistance projects to Cuba, while that 
country is governed by the Castro 
regime. _ 

This amendment is fully consistent 
with the policy which the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs and the Congress have 
endorsed in years past. 

I should like to say, for background 
purposes, that I initiated efforts to pro
hibit the use of U.S. funds donated to the 
United Nations for technical assistance 
to Cuba as far back as 1963 when the 
first project of this nature was approved 
by the United Nations Special Fund. 

That particular project, as the mem
bership of the House will recall, proposed 
technical assistance for an agricultural 
research station in CUba. 

That year the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs and then the House of Represent
atives adopted my amendment which 
proscribed ·the use of the U.S. funds do
nated to the United Nations Special Fund 
for that project in Cuba. 

Unfortunately, the other body of the 
Congress did not go along with our pro
posal and the provision was deleted in 
conference. 

This did not dissuade us from continu
ing in the effort to deny the Castro re
gime any type of American assistance. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee ·On 
International Organizations and Move
ments of the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs, .I made representa-tions to our De
partment of State and to our represent-

atives in the United Nations. We were 
happy to receive assurances at that time 
that administrative arrangements would 
be worked out to prevent the use of any 
'U.S. funds for the Cuban project. 

Early this year when the governing 
council of the United Nations develop
ment program approved a technical as
sistance project for the University of 
Havana, I immediately objected to the 
Department of State and to our repre
sentation at the United Nations. 

I am pleased to say that our repre
sentative in the Governing Council 
lodged a strong protest against the ap
proval of this project. Further, we were 
again instrumental in receiving assur
ances that no U.S. funds would be used 
to provide aid to the Castro regime. 
These assurances are spelled out in the 
record of hearings held before the Sub
committee on International Organiza
tions and Movements of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs on April19, 1966. On 
that date Assistant Secretary of State 
Joseph Sisco said the following: 

With respect to the project that I men
tioned for the University of Havana, the U.N. 
has also stated that no U.S. dollar contribu
tions would be used for its financing. 

The question is asked, Are not all contribu
tions to the United Nations development pro
gram merged? If so, how c.an we be sure 
that no U.S. contributions are being used for 
Cuban projects? 

The answer is this: It is true that 40 per
cent of the total financial resources of the 
Special Fund are supplied by the United 
States. But, over ,100 other countries also 
contribute to the Fund. Most of these con
tributions, making up the remaining 60 per
cent, a-re in currencies other than dollars. 
These contributions are held in separate ac
counts outside of the United States; they 
are not integrated with U.S._ dollar contribu
tions and their end uses are clearly identi
fiable. It is these nondollar currencies 
which will be used for the Cuban projects. 

Nevertheless I have felt, and the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs concurs, that 
we ought to have a clear and unequivocal 
expression on this point in the legisla
tion before us. It was for that reason 
that I offered my amendment embodied 
in section 107 (b) of H.R. 15750. It was 
for that same reason that the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs overwhelmingly 
adopted the amendment. 

At another point in this debate, I shall 
detail all of the efforts which I exerted 
in the hearings before the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, on the floor of this body 
and in other committees, to deny any 
type of economic aid or trade to Cuba 
while that country is governed by the 
Castro regime. At this point I wish to 
conclude with just this observation: 

The amendment in section 107(b) is a 
needed and an effective amendment. It 
accomplishes the purpose on . which we 
are all agreed. It provides further reen
forcement to the administrative arrange
ments which have been put into effect to 
deny Castro any portion of the funds 
that the United States is contributing to 
the U.N. development program. I be
lieve it is an amendment which merits 
our wholehearted support. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. BENNETT]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED !BY MR. FRELINGHUYSEN 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment Offered by Mr. FRELINGHUY

SEN: On page 11, beginning in line 17, strike 
out "each of the fiscal years 1967 and 1968" 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"the fiscal year 1967". 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair
man, during the discussion yesterday the 
chairman of the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee characterized the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from California 
with respect to a cutback in the author
izations from 2 years to 1 year as a meat 
ax approach to the problem. Of course 
it was no such thing. It was merely an 
attempt to strike all references to a 2-
year authorization from this bill at one 
time, to avoid the necessity for the sub
mission of separate amendments to 
strike the 2-year authorizations from 
various titles of the bill. 

Since that particular amendment of
fered by the gentleman from California 
yesterday failed, I am offering a separate 
amendment with respect to the voluntary 
contributions to be provided to interna
tional organizations under this title. 

I would like to begin my remarks with 
a. quotation from the distinguished gen
tleman from Florida when he discussed 
the 2-year authorization yesterday. The 
gentleman from Florida said he did not 
accept the argument that the kinds of 
control insured through the appropria
tions process would give adequate policy 
guidance to the foreign aid program. A 
combination of policy and funding con
trols, in his opinion, exercised by both 
the authorizing committees and the ap
propriation committees, is vital. 

In my opinion, this argument certainly 
applies to the voluntary contributions 
which this country makes to a wide va
riety of international organizations. I 
myself have been a strong supporter of 
.such contributions by the United States, 
but I should like to point out that the 
sums involved are very considerable, run
ning to some $140 million for the next 
fiscal year, together with some $4 million 
in carryover funds. 

If we should keep the language pres
ently in the bill, $140 million would be 
provided in 1968. I would suggest that 
this is an arbitrary ceiling. There is no 
indication now as to just how much 
money will be needed in that year for 
a wide variety of programs. The United 
Nations development program, for ex
ample, will need $70 million in fiscal year 
1967 as compared to $65 million in the 
current .fiscal year and $60 million in 
the fiscal year 1965. We do not know 
at all how much this kind of program 
will need in 1968. 

Furthermore, as a reference to the bill 
before us indicates, the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs quite legitimately ex
pressed policy considerations in proposed 
new language to be added to the act. I 
refer specifically to the language on page 
10, beginning at line 21, which says, and 
I quote: 

The President shall seek to assure that no 
contribution to the United Nations Develop
ment Program authorized by this Act shall 
be used for projects for economic or technical 
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assistance to the Government of Cuba, so hesitate to authorize an increase in: 1968 
long · as cubli is governed by the Cas.tro if necessary and advisable. 
regime. However; Mr. Chairman, the balance 

I refer also to the language on page 11; of the program has been placed upon a 
starting at line 4 and running through 2-year basis, and we urge the Members to 
line 11, which reads as follows: defeat this amendment and keep all of 

Contributions by the United states for the the bill on a 2-year basis, except for the 
fiscal year 1967 shall not exceed $13,300,000. Development Loan Fund and the Alliance 
No contributions under this subsection shall for Progress. 
be made except on the condition that the Mr;FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, will 
United Nations Relief and Works Agency take the gentleman yield? 
all possible measures to assure that no part Mr. FASCELL. I yield to the gentle-
of the United States contribution shall be man from New York. 
used to furnish assistance to any refugee who 'Mr. FARBSTEIN. Is there any rea-
is receiving training as a member of the 
so-called Palestine Liberation organization. son that the gentleman can say -why this 

authorization may not be decreased an-
It is, of course, no secret that the nually? . 

United States has been providing over Mr. FASCELL. Well, it could be. 
a period of years the lion's share of the Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
funds to the United Nations Relief and New York [Mr. FARBSTEIN] has been the 
Works Agency. In the fiscal year 1965 author of amendments with respect to 
the United States supplied a total of the Palestine refugee relief program 
$24.7 million; in 1966 $22.9 million, in- which reflects a decrease in the contribu
cluding $8.9 million in food, was made tions made, and for 2 years now, as I 
available. recall it, these decreases have been made. 

When I was a delegate to the 20th If the committee follows the procedure, 
Assembly of the United Nations last there would be a decrease next year. 
September I was very much involved with There might be decreases in other pro
the Relief and Works Agency. I know grams but, generally, we fix the overall 
for a fact that there is a serious problem limitation as is the rate for fiscal1967 for 
with respect to the provision of assist- fiscal 1968. 
ance to Arab refugees who are being Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
trained by the Palestine Liberation Orga- man, will th~ gentleman yield? 
nization. As the representative of the Mr. FASCELL. I yield to the gentle-
United States, I protested against using man from New Jersey. 
United Nations funds for the sustenance Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair
of such trainees. A reflection of that man, the gentleman from Florida seems 
same concern b. Iound in the language to be agreeing with me that the 1968 
of the bill before us, starting on page 11, ceiling which is established by this rec
line 5. It is entirely appropriate, indeed ommendation of the committee is es
it is important, for the Foreign Affairs sentially arbitrary. The gentleman him
Committee to take this kind of policy self said it might well be increased or 
position with respect to the .variety of .it might possibly be decreased; they have 
international organizations represented no idea, and no projection was made as to 
in this $140 million. There is no way in the need for international organizations 
which the Committee on Appropriations in 1968. 
could legally do the job that the Com- Mr. FASCELL. I do not believe I am 
mlttee on Foreign Affairs does as a mat- agreeing with the gentleman from New 
ter of course. There is no way in which Jersey. I believe the gentleman is agree
that committee could write in a policy ing with me, that the Committee on For
recommendation. or limitation, or re- eign Affairs has fixed the limitation for 
striction in an appropriation bill. 1968, and we have done it on a sound 

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion it is basis, because we projected it on the-basis 
essential that the Foreign Affairs Com.. of fiscal1967 authorizations. 
mittee undertake the simple job every . Mr. Chairman, the only point I am 
year of examining the request for funds making is that some increases will be 
for these international organizations, to requested and, if so, they can be handled 
set ceilings and establish policy restric- through supplemental requests or the 
tions, if they should be considered committee can make its determination 
necessary. on an amended authorization. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
in opposition to the amendment. man, will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. Chairman, as the distinguished Mr. FASCELL. I yield further to the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. FRE- gentleman from New Jersey. 
LINGHuYSEN] has already pointed out, by Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I see no rea
prior vote today we have made a decision son why an arbitrary ceiling is a sound 
on the principal issue involved here with one, as the gentleman from Florida 
respect to whether this should be a 2-year seems to be favoring. 
authorization or a 1-year authorization However, Mr. Chairman, we have no 
and decided on 2 years. I see very' little idea what the needs will be. I do not 
change in the basic argument. know what makes it sound, if we pass 

Mr. Chairman, the committee has fixed a ceiling. 
the ceiling for fiscal 1968 at the same Mr. FASCELL. I did not say that · it 
rate as it has fixed it for fiscal1967, and was arbitrary at all. I said it was a 
has presented that issue to the House of reasonable figure and that the commit
Representatives tor a multiyear author- tee had a sound basis for it. The gentle
ization. We trust that the flexibilities man from New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUY
bullt into this program are such that SEN] said it was arbitrary and the gen
we would not .have to ask for any addi- tleman from Florida has never agreed 
tiona! increases, however, we would not to that interpretation. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chai:r
man, will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. FASCELL . . I yield further to the 
gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair• 
man, I wish the gentleman from Florida 
would touch upon the point of the ad
visability of annual consideration of pol
icy questions with respect to these in
ternational organizations? 

Mr. FASCELL. I have always indi .. 
cated that this is good policy for the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. We need 
not only to review authorization figures 
but should spend more time studying, 
investigating, and acting on policy ques
tions. 

Mr. Chairman, I might add that our 
subcommittee undertook a recent study 
in depth with respect to U.S. policy and 
the operations of the United Nations. 
But, that was in the subcommittee. I 
would have much liked to have seen that 
entire study conducted by the full Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs, because that 
is a fundamental policy question which 
has very little to do with the authoriza
tion limitation for funding but is ex
tremely important for the future foreign 
policy of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, as I said yesterday in 
discussing this question, while I believe 
funding limitations are vital and im
portant, they are really very secondary 
to policy considerations. 

I would hope that the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs would give increased time 
to major policy questions. 

Mr. Chairman, · that is why I believe 
a 2-year authorization is so vital. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN . . If the gen
tleman will yield further, I fail to under-:
stand the point. How would our .com
mittee express its concern about policy 
with respect to international organiza
tions except in such a form as an au
thorization for contributions to those 
organizations? 

Mr. FASCELL. The gentleman pre
sumes, in asking that question, that the 
only way you can effect policy is through 
funding. I do not agree to that at all. 

I ·think our committee and the gentle
man's own studies on the United Na
tions have made a valuable contribu
tion in that respect. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I find myself here in 
the well of the House again speaking on 
what I think is the critical issue on this 
entire bill, and put in focus particularly 
well by the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey. 

As I said yesterday, the concept of the 
multiyear authorization is not one which 
offends me. But I am offended when the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs and this 
Committee-of the Whole House on. the 
State of the Union is ready to approve an 
authorization for the fiscal year 1968 
when absolutely no justification and ab
solutely no testimony as to the propriety 
of the amount authorized in the commit
tee bill has been presented. 

I challenge the gentleman from Flor
ida, who I see is on his feet, to tell me 
exactly what the dollars that we have 
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authorized in fiscal year 1968 will be used 
for and, more important, to cite in the 
record of the committee, in the commit
tee hearings, any testimony offered by 
any witness as to the amounts of money 
needed for the particular account for 
fiscal year 1968. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. FASCELL. I want to refer the 
gentleman to the very detailed presenta
tion contained in these books which have 
been before the committee during the 
entire consideration of this over a period 
of several months with respect to the de
tailed program for the fiscal year 1967. 

I refer the gentleman to my testimony 
in which I said in my judgment what 
we should do with respect to this pro
gram for the fiscal year 1968 is to fund 
it on the same basis as fiscal year 1967 
because this to me makes sense, when 
you analyze the individual programs as 
presented for fiscal year 1967. 

The gentleman can disagree with that 
basis but he cannot say that there was 
no basis for the decision. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Chairman, I have 
great respect for the gentleman's in
tegrity and for the gentleman's intelli
gence; but I have no respect for his 
clairvoyance. I do not think this House 
should authorize a figure for the fiscal 
year 1968 simply on the conjecture o! a 
single Member. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge the adop
tion of this amendment. 

Mr. FASCELL. Most of these amounts 
have been clearly stated over the years, 
and there is no act of clairvoyance in
vol~ed on this issue. 

Mr. MORSE. If the gentleman will 
recall, there have been some very critical 
issues that have affected this particular 
account. He will recall the article 19 
dispute, and the U.N. bond issue, both of 
which have relevance to this account. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

I just want to say that this would put 
a ceiling on the bill. I am not one of 
those people who is worried about not 
spending the money. I believe if we fix 
this ceiling next year on the international 
organizations we are going to discourage 
the Executive from making increased 
commitments to the international orga
nizations to which we belong during the 
next year. I hope they w111 regard this 
as a ceiling of $140 million. 

This will have to run the gauntlet of 
the Subcommittee of the Appropriations 
Committee headed by the distinguished 
gentleman from Louisiana, and I am 
sure he will be watching this mighty close 
next year so far as the funds are con
cerned. 

So I think the fact that we establish 
a ceiling for 1968 is important, and I am 
opposed to the amendment. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and rise in 
support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the record of the many 
foreign aid programs that have been 
functioning since the end of World War 
II is not one that would inspire confi-

dence. Nearly $150 billion, all of it bor
rowed money on which we have been 
paying interest and on which we will con
tinue to pay interest for generations, has 
been scattered abroad-in Europe, Asia, 
Africa, and North and South America. 

Ostensibly, the purpose of this tre
mendous outpouring of America's wealth 
has been to combat communism, to gain 
allies to make it easier for us to prevent 
war from breaking out or to help us fight 
wars once they start, and to help unde
veloped infant nations to establish sound 
economies. 

What has been the result? 
Since foreign aid first became institu

tionalized, the United States has become 
engaged in two wars in Asia against 
Communist aggression. We fought in 
Korea for 3 years and the only nation 
that gave us substantial assistance was 
Turkey. 

We are now fighting in Vietnam and 
are suffering heavy casualties.- We are 
getting only token help from our nu
merous allies and many of them are trad
ing with our Communist enemies. The 
bulk of the cargo entering the North 
Vietnamese port of Haiphong is being 
carried in the ships of countlies that are 
members of the North Atlantic .Treaty 
Organization. 

Speaking of NATO in connection with 
the war in Vietnam. I am reminded that 
we bailed out France-in southeast Asia 
soon after NATO's establishment with 
headquarters in Paris and with France 
as the keystone. General de Gaulle has 
disapproved of the "ever widening war 
in Asia" and has expressed his desire for 
the neutralization of Vietnam. He has 
ordered us to get out of France and to 
move the military installations which 
were built there by the United States. 

Our policy of buying friends has been 
a colossal failure all over the world, as 
our diplomats have been insulted, our 
embassies stoned, and our libraries 
burned. Canada sells wheat to the 
Soviet Union, Argentina sells it to "both 
the Soviet Union and Communist China, 
and Chile sells nitrate to Red China, 
but it does not lie in our mouths to com
plain, because the Kennedy-Johnson ad
ministration insisted over almost unan
imous Republican opposition that the 
United States send wheat to the Soviet 
Union. 

Some of the countries that we have 
aided are also receiving help from Com
munist Russia. Many of the new na
tions, as well as some of the older ones, 
have turned out to be liabilities rather 
than assets, due to frequent changes of 
government that are often brought about 
by military coups rtccompanied by assas
sinations and followed by wholesale ex
ecutions and massacres. Chaotic con
ditions are too often followed by 
one-man rule, banning of political op
position, suspension of constitutional 
rights, nationalization of industry, and 
expropriations of foreign investments. 

In many instances our economic help 
has been short lived, as runaway infla
tion has dissipated the gains and !eft 
the masses of the people worse off eco
nomically than before. At the same 
time, infiation in the United States has 
been accelerated by the expenditure of 

vast sums for foreign aid year after 
year. 

What does the present administration 
propose to do about the situation? !t 
proposes a continuation of foreign aid 
spending, with the authorization of more 
and more billions. The bill now before 
us authorizes $4,109,119,000 for fiscal 
1967 and $4,158,339,000 for fiscal 1968. 
Altogether the bill authorizes approx
imately $13,800,000,000, some of it to be 
spent over a 5-year period. 

The administration wants us to au
thorize money for a 2-year period, part 
of which would run during the Congress 
that will follow the current one. I am 
going to vote against the foreign aid 'l.U
thorization bill on final passage, as well 
as against the scheme for a 2-year au
thorization period. We must not sur
render the opportunity for an annual 
review of the foreign aid program. 

At present it appears very likely that 
there will be many new faces in the 
Congress as a result of the summer 
primaries and the November election. A 
House of Representatives that is 2-to-1 
Democratic may be foolish enough to 
yield some of its power by agreeing to a 
2-year authorization period, but if the 
Republicans make substantial gains this 
fall, I doubt if the 90th Congress would 
seriously consider such a proposal, 
should the 89th Congress fail to agree 
to it. In any event, I do not believe the 
present Congress should place unnec
essary obstacles in the path of its suc
cessor. 

During the past few weeks my office 
has been :flooded with replies to my recent 
questionnaire, as thousands of my con
stituents have taken the time to reply 
to seven questions on Vietnam and 
in:fiation. 

While there was no question about for
eign aid on the questionnaire, a great 
number of the respondents added 
strongly worded statements in which 
they expressed vigorous opposition to 
various phases and the administrative 
policies of the foreign aid program. 

If a nationwide poll were taken on the 
continuation of the present foreign aid 
program, I am sure the vast majority of 
the people-who, incidentally, pay the 
cost--would re:fiect an attitude entirely 
different than that which the Congress 
and the executive branch of the Gov
ernment have taken ih recent years. 

The bill before us provides for eco
nomic or military aid or both to 84 na
tions plus carryover aid to 10 other na
tions. Aid of one kind or another is 
going to 94 different countries through
out the world. · 

Economic aid is going to 72 nations 
plus carryover aid to 10 others. Eco
nomic aid is therefore going to 82 differ
ent countries all over the world. 

Military aid will go to 55 different na
tions at a time when we are talking 
about pe~ce. It seems inconsistent to me 
that we should be advocating peace 
throughout the world at the same time 
that we are supplying armaments of all 
kinds to countries large and small around 
the globe. 

Many of these nations have used Amer
ican-manufactured weapons against 
each other, while a number of others are 
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on the verge of :fighting. At the same 
time we are getting almost negligible 
help from our so-called allies as our men 
fight in Vietnam. · · 

Since the close of World War II, the 
United States has provided arms for half 
the nations of the world at a cost of $37 
billion. In the present measure we are 
being asked to authorize an additional 
$917 million for military assistance. 
This does not include at least a billion 
more for paying and supplying the South 
Vietnamese Army. 

France, one of the largest recipients of 
military aid, has turned its back on us in 
Vietnam, has demanded the evacuation 
of Americans from France, and wants to 
close our bases on French soil. 

The United Kingdom, which we have 
given a tremendous amount of military 
assistance, continues to send her ships 
into Vietnam and Communist Cuba. 

Latin American countries have re
ceived large amounts of military aid, but 
not one soldier has been volunteered 
from them for the Vietnamese forces. 

It is interesting to note that in Africa, 
where we have sent considerable military 
aid, seven governments have been over
thrown by military coups since June of 
last year. 

Two of the largest current recipients 
of military aid, Greece and Turkey, are 
at swords' points over Cyprus. 

India and Pakistan are also looking 
threateningly at each other. Both have 
benefited from our military assistance. 

Mr. Chairman, while I have through 
the years opposed foreign aid authoriza
tions and appropriations, this does not 
mean that I would never support the 
concept of foreign aid. If there were 
only some way of voting for responsible, 
well-considered programs, I might be in
duced to lend my support to them. 

It seems to me that we should be con
sidering three separate bills for authori
zations, as well as three separate meas
ures for appropriations. Military aid 
should be in one authorization, economic 
aid in another, and technical assistance 
in a third. Similarly, there should be an 
appropriation bill for each of these three 
items. In that way we would be able to 
consider each phase of foreign aid intel
ligently. 

Channeling the money of American 
taxpayers and bond purchasers through 
the United Nations organization ·and 
other international instrumentalities 
would be dangerous, especially when we 
are fighting a war and there are many 
potential trouble spots throughout the 
world. While Secretary of State Dean 
Rusk believes that "foreign aid is basic 
to our security," I fail to see how such aid 
will help us to majntain our security if it 
is to be disbursed by international orga
nizations to our enemies. This proposal 
should be dismissed without serious con-

. sideration. . · 
Unless the administration presents us 

with foreign aid proposals in separate 
packages for military, economic, and 
technical aid and without such booby
traps as 2-year authorizations and the 
funneling of money through interna
tional organizations·, I shall continue to 
vote against foreign aid· authorization 
measures and appropriation bills. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered bY the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. FRELINGHUY
SEN) there were-ayes 43, noes 68. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR THE WEEK OF JULY 

18, 1966 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent to speak 
out of order. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair

man, I take this time for the purpose of 
asking ' the distinguished majority 
leader the schedule for next week and our 
program for the remainder of this week. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. M·r. Chairman, upon 
disposition of the pending legislation, we 
will have finished the business for this 
week and it will be our purpose, after 
going back into the House, to make the 
usual unanimous-consent requests with 
respect to going over and dispensing with 
Calendar Wednesday. 

In response to tpe inquiry of the dis
tinguished minority leader, the program 
for next week is as follows: 

Monday is Consent Calendar Day. 
There are 14 suspensions: 

H.R. 7315, relating to the National 
Museum of Smithsonian Institution; 

H.R. 13783, authorizing the furnishing 
of books and other materials to other 
handicapped persons under books for 
blind program; 

H.R. 14838, amending the National 
Science Foundation Act of 1950; 

H.R. 2623, creating the San Juan Is
land National Historical Park, Wash.; 

H.R. 13419, authorizing feasibility in
vestigations of certain water resource de-
velopment proposals; · 

H.R. 2450, providing retirement in 
highest grade held in any Armed Force; 

H.R. 3313, providing career incentives 
for certain officers of the Armed Forces; 

H.R. 5297, limiting revocation of re
tired pay of members of Armed Forces; 

H.R. 9916, respecting selection of can
didates for appointment to service acad
emies; 

H.R. 15712, authorizing transportation 
of motor vehicles of certain members of 
the Armed Forces; 

H.R. 14875, improving the uniformed 
services savings deposit program; 

H.J. Res. 421, providing appropriate 
flag ceremonies at Washington Monu-
ment; . . 

S. 2822, simplifying laws administered 
by Farm Gredit Administration; and 

H.R. 14548, extending the leasing au
thority of the Postmaster General. . 

These bills will not necessarily. be 
called up in the order listed. 

Tuesday is Private Calendar Day. · Also 
on Tuesday H.R. 15941, the Defense Ap
propriation Act for the fiscal year 1967, 
will be considered. 

Wednesday and the balance of the 
week, H.R. 15111, Economic Opportunity 

Amendments of 1966, un(ier an open rule, 
with 8 hours of general debate. 

This announcement is made subject to 
the usual reservations that any further 
program may be announced later and 
that conference reports may be brought 
up at any time. 

I thank the. distinguished minority 
leader for his inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: · 

CHAPTER 4-SUPPORTING ASSISTANCE 

SEc. 108. Section 402 of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961, a.s amended, which relates 
to authorization for supporting assistance, is 
amended to read a.s follows: 

"SEC. 402. AUTHORIZATION.-There is au
thorized to be appropriated to the Presiqent 
to carry out the purposes of this chapter for 
each of the fiscal years 1967 and 1968 not to 
exceed $200,000,000. In addition, there is au
thorized to be appropriated to the President 
for use in Vietnam in each of the fiscal years 
1967 and 1968 to carry out the purposes of 
this chapter not to exceed $550,000,000. 
Amounts appropriated under this section are 
authorized to remain available until ex
pended." 

Mr. MORGAN (interrupting the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask that chapter 
4 be considered as read from page 12, line 
13, down to the bottom of that page, and 
open for amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

amendments to chapter 4? 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MOSS 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Moss: On page 

12, line 23, strike out the period and insert 
in lieu thereof a. colon and the following: 
"Provided, That where commodities are fur
nished on a. grant basis under chapter ·4 of 
part I under arrangements which will result 
in the accrual of proceeds to the Government 
of Vietnam from the sale thereof, such pro
ceeds shall not be budgeted by the Govern
ment of Vietnam for economic assistance 
projects or programs unless the President or 
his representative has given his prior writ
ten approval." 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer this 
amendment as a result of the findings of 
the Subcommittee on Government Op
erations during its trip to Vietnam in 
May of this year. This is a very simple 
amendment. Its purpose is to give our 
diplomatic representatives in Vietnam 
greater control over the budgeting of U.S. 
AID funds by the Government of Viet
nam for economic assistance projects and 
programs. I am offering this amend
ment in response to an undesirable situ
ation called to the attention of the Sub
committee on Foreign Operations and 
Government Information by some pf our 
diplomatic representatives during . the 
subcommittee's recent inspection trip to 
Vietnam. . 

I wish to emphasize that this amend
ment does not affect the U.S. military 
effort in that unfortunate country in any 
way whatsoever. It does not pertain to 
or interfere with commodity import 
funds used to support the military budget 
in Vietnam. 
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It does not tie the hands of the Presi

dent or the Agency for International De
velopment. On the contrary, it gives the 
United States greater control over our 
own AID funds. The urgent need for 
this expanded control was demonstrated 
to us in many ways during our hearings 
in Vietnam. 

At present, our control is limited al
most entirely to a simple approval of 
economic assistance projects and pro
grams already drawn up in the budget 
of the Government of -vietnam. U.S. 
participation in economic projects and 
programs of the Vietnamese Government 
in recent years has been on a very lim
ited basis·. With the great increase in 
funds generated under the expanded 
commodity import program for Viet
nam, it is necessary for the United States 
to play its proper role in decisions on 
the use of these funds. This amendment 
wo_uld require stronger control. Simply 
put, it wm ·make it clear to all that this 
control is not a subject for negotiation. 
Any ally of ours must understand that 
such huge amounts of money represent 
a considerable sacrifice on the par~ of our 
people. We must insist that these tax 
dollars are used only for economic proj
ects and programs under conditions 
which guarantee full and proper U.S. 
participation. 

Our Ambassador in Vietnam should be 
given this mandate by the U.S. Congress. 
This will give him the necessary lever
age to make certain that our contribu
tions to economic progress in Vietnam are 
strictly in line with U.S. foreign policy 
objectives. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment sim
ply states that where commodities are 
furnished on a grant basis by United 
States supporting assistance under ar
rangements where the Government of 
Vietnam receives proceeds from their 
sale, they shall not be budgeted substan
tially reallocated without prior written 
approval by the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, we need this control of 
our own funds. I urge the adoption of 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the gentleman from Connecti
cut [Mr. MoNAGAN] may extend his re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 

happy to support the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Moss]. 

As a member of his subcommittee I 
traveled to Vietnam last May and I there 
became aware of the dL."liculties which 
had developed in the ac.ministrat1on of 
the commodity import program there. 

This amendment would give our ad
ministrators in that country greater con
trol over this program-a control which 
is badly needed. 

In fact,' it would give us a control over 
our own funds-which inexplicably 
seems to have been lost or surrendered 
over the years. 

The size of the amounts now generated 
and the fact that they are generated 
through commodities provideG. by U.S. 

taxpayers together with the questionable 
use of these proceeds requires that we 
exercise a greater control than we have 
hitherto. 

This amendment will permit us to re
assert the oversight to which our con
tribution entitles us, will allow the Viet
namese adequate freedom of operation· 
and will contribute markedly to the over
all efficiency of this vital aid program. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I am very 
pleased to yield to the distinguished 
chairman of the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
in substantial agreement with what the 
gentleman seeks to accomplish by this 
amendment. I understand he has con
sulted the minority side and he has con
sulted the members of my committee. I 
will accept it with the understanding that 
certain technical perfections, taking into 
account Vietnamese budgetary practices, 
may have to be made when the bill goes 
to conference. With the understanding 
that we will thoroughly examine such 
technical requirements before the con
ference, I urge the adoption of the gen
tleman's amendment. 

Also, I want to say to the gentleman 
that over the years the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs has worked very closely 
with the committee he now heads. 
When the distinguished gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. HARDY], headed the sub
committee of the Committee on Govern
ment Operations, the Committee on For
eign Affairs worked very closely with his 
committee. Our staffs have always co
operated. The Committee on Foreign 
Affairs is willing to work with the gentle
man's subcommittee. I believe we are 
both trying to perfect our foreign aid 
operations, and it is a pleasure to accept 
this amendment. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, in re
sponding to the remarks of the distin
guished chairman, I want to express my 
gratitude for the cooperation we have 
always received. I assure him that it is 
my desire, as I know it is the consensus 
of every member of the subcommittee, to 
continue to work closely, cooperatively, 
and constructively with his committee. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield to the gentlewoman from 
Ohio. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman, the 
minority side is ready to accept the gen
tleman's proposal. 

Mr·. MOSS. I thank the gentlewoman. 
Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 

my colleague and most cooperative co
worker, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
RUMSFELD]. 

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I cer
tainly support this amendment. As the 
gentleman indicated, it came about as 
the result of our subcommittee's visit to 
Vietnam and the discussions in the Sub
committee on Government Operations as 
a result of that trip. 

Is it the intention of the gentleman 
that this amendment would deal with 
the reallocations of a major or significant 
nature, but, on the other hand, that it is 
certainly not intended to create prob
lems within AID down the line as to very 
minor reallocations? Is this basically 
the gentleman's feeling? 

Mr. MOSS. In accordance with our 
discussion, we are not attempting to deal 
with trivia, but instead with the very 
substantial items of reallocation which 
can occur. Attempts have been made in 
the past to effect such reallocations. 

Mr. RUMSFELD. I believe the 
amendment is a most important im
provement to the bill. There is no ques
tion that the relationship which existed 
when the United States had but a hand
ful of advisers in South Vietnam is out 
of date at a time when there are 300,000 
Americans in that country. I commend 
the gentleman for his amendment. 

Mr. MOSS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Chairman, I ask for approval of 

the amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Moss]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 11/IR. DERWINSKI 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DERWINSKI: On 

page 12, line 20, strike out "$200,000,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: "$175,-
000,000". 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, a 
few moments ago I offered an amend
ment with respect to the Alliance for 
Progress, to cut the amount $100 mil
lion. That seemed to be too substantial 
a cut for the Members to swallow, so I 
am back with a very small cut of $25 
million in supporting assistance. 

I wish to point out to the Members, as 
we covered in our minority views, that 
as of June 30 there was $547 million in 
the pipeline for supporting assistance. 
Furthermore, this amendment would not 
touch the $550 million which is exclu
sively for Vietnam, so it would not in any 
way endanger activity in Vietnam. 

What we are trying to do is to achieve 
a very small and practical cut of $25 
million in the supporting assistance sec
tion, where there is more than a half bil
lion dollars in the pipeline, for which we 
have made substantial authorizations 
over the years. 

I point out to the Members that the 
authorization in the bill, $200 million, is 
in excess of the appropriation request. 
We certainly do not want to further 
upset the very precarious budget which 
the President submitted earlier in the 
year, and I might even go so far as to 
say that on the President's behalf I am 
offering this amendment to try to get 
these figures within a reasonable budget 
provision. 

I do not believe that a $25 million cut 
in supporting assistance, when there is 
more than a half billion dollars in the 
pipeline, could 'be · called gutting the 
bill. I believe it is a necessary thing for 
us this afternoon to show some restraint 
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on the part of the House over what ap
pears to the public to be a complete run
away spending program. 

I cannot conceive, interested as the 
Members are in the stability of· the U.S. 
Treasury and in the stability of our dol
lar abroad, that the House would say, a5 
to a bill before us, that every dollar of 
spending here authorized is sacred. I do 
not believe this $25 million of supporting 
assistance is sacred. 

My amendment is a very practical and 
proper one. Certainly, considering the 
money in the pipeline and the fact that 
we are speaking of the portion of the 
funds not segregated for Vietnam, I am 
hopeful the amendment will meet with 
a minimum of opposition and might be 
accepted. · 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

With a maximum of aflection for my 
friend, I hope the gentleman will not 
consider it personal for us not to support 
his amendment, as some of his amend
ments did have our support in the com
mittee. 

I hope, since he has enriched the bill, 
the gentleman will now support the bill. 

I believe this amendment must be op
posed. One of the problems is that on 
the question of supporting assistance, 
this involves one of the highly concen
trated areas of the bill. There are four 
countries which get 75 percent of the 
funds under this. I am not quite sure 
where the gentleman would like to cut, 
since he has not specified. 

However, countries that would be af
fected seriously are Korea, Jordan; the 
Dominican Republic, and Laos. Any cut 
in these areas would substantially weak
en world security. While it is true that 
Vietnam is not going to be aflected by 
this, nevertheless this money is needed 
to back up the security requirements of 
the United States which exist in these 
areas throughout the world. Bases which 
are maintained, for example, in Korea 
certainly add additional burdens to that 
government. Therefore, this money is 
used to take up the necessary slack which 
exists in their budget as a result of our 
activities in those areas. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Yes. I yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Will the gentle
man explain to the Members what his 
concern is with over $500 million in the 
pipeline? 

Mr. GALLAGHER. The gentleman 
knows the pipeline has nothing to do 
with forward projects. That is an old 
argument. I know the gentleman is for
ward looking and he certainly cannot 
rest on taking a glance backward as to 
what the pipeline now carries in it. It is 
necessary that this funding the projected 
into the future. Certainly 75 percent of 
the countries I have outlined are finding 
it necessary. Korea is sending addi
tional troops to Vietnam, and we do not 
want to undermine them at this point. 
The Dominican Republic action termi
nated quite favorably, and the troops are 
being withdrawn from there. I may say 
that there are 20 countries that have 

been terminated already, and success
fully so, under the supporting assistance 
program. It is a tightly run program, 
and I hope this cut will not prevail. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Yes. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. MORGAN. During the discussion 
of the gentleman from Illinois in support 
of his amendment he mentioned the fact 
that the executive was not requesting the 
full amount of $200 million, but he did 
not mention the figure they were request
ing. They are requesting in appropria
tions $197.2 million, but they are request
ing that the full amount of $550 million 
for South Vietnam be appropriated. So 
the diflerence between the authorization 
and appropriation requests for the whole 
supporting assistance package is only 
about $2.8 million. However, as the gen
tleman stated in his remarks, this is a 
very important part of the program. 
This was what was known under the 
Mutual Security Act as defense support. 
Supporting assistance is very important 
to the seven countries named by the gen
tleman. This is used to build military 
strength to compensate for our base 
rights and otherwise assist in our gen
eral foreign policy. 

I hope that the gentleman's amend
ment is defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment oflered by the gentle
man from Illinois [Mr. DERWINSKI]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

CHAPTER 5--cONTINGENCY FUND 
SEc. 109. Section 451 of the Foreign Assist

ance Act of 1961, as amended, which relates 
to contingency fund, is amended as follows: 

(a) In subsection (a), strike out "the fiscal 
year 1966" and insert in lieu thereof "each of 
the fiscal years 1967 and 1968" and strike out 
the last sentence. 

(b) In subsection (b), strike out "the 
first sentence of". 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BERRY 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I ofler 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BERRY: On page 

13, line 7, immediately before "and" insert 
the following: "; strike out '$150,000,000' and 
insert in lieu thereof '$70,000,000'; ". 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, the pur
pose of this amendment is to bring this 
authorization in line with the authoriza
tion as provided by the other body. 
They are authorizing in their bill $70 
million. I do not believe that we should 
be authorizing $150 million while. they 
are authorizing $70 million, because we 
will give way to them and it will just 
simply make this body look a little bit 
foolish. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, since I have been 
a Member of the Congress, I have under
stood that the "other body" is known as 
the "upper body" because it "ups" 
everything that the House of Represent
atives passes. 

However, Mr. Chairman, this is not 
true in this instance and I believe that 
we should prove that it is not true. 

Mr. Chairman, perhaps the best argu
ment I could make would be to read from 

the report of the other body on this $70 
million authorization, and they say this: 

This provision authorizes an appropriation 
of $70 million for the contingency fund for 
the 1967 fiscal year. This is the amount of 
the appropriation request, though the ad
ministration had asked for an authorization 
of $150 million for each of the next 5 fiscal 
years. The Congress authorized $50 million 
for the regular contingency fund and $89 
million for use in southeast Asia in the 1966 
foreign aid authorization bill. An additional 
$100 million for the contingency fund was 
authorized by supplemental legislation. 

The committee understands that little of 
this additional $100 million will be used be
fore the end of the fiscal year. In view of 
this, the committee's recommended author
ization is actually an increase over the 
amount required this fiscal year for non
Vietnam operations. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I join with my dis
tinguished colleague in his re_marks and 
I trust that this amendment will be voted 
down. 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GALLAGHER. I yield to the gen
tleman from South Dakota. 

Mr. BERRY. I did not say "wish"; I 
just said ''I knew." 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Oh, with that cer
tain knowledge, I do not believe we ought 
to make a longer argument but, never
theless, while I certainly join the gentle
man in wanting to make this program as 
tight as possible, I cannot agree with the 
gentleman that this body could ever look 
foolish by following the example of the 
other body. I feel that we should cer
tainly follow our own example, in the 
hope that that might happen over there. 

Mr. Chairman, the request this year is 
a minimum request, based upon the ex
perience of recent years and, in fact, is 
the second lowest request for such funds. 

Mr. Chairman, the contingency fund 
is maintained in order to meet urgent 
needs. It is tight. 

Mr. Chairman, we had a long discus
sion on this and it is the feeling of the 
Committee on Foreign Aflairs that this 
represents a tight request, second tightest 
in the history of the contingency fund. 

Mr. Chairman, as such, I would urge 
that this amendment be defeated. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GALLAGHER. I yield to my dis
tinguished chairman, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MoRGAN]. 
- Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from New Jersey 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to tell the 
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. 
BERRY], that I have had the honor to 
head the House conferees on the foreign 
aid bill for the last 7 years and we do not 
give on anything on which it is not 
absolutely necessary. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the mem
bers of the Committee on Foreign Aflairs 
who have served as conferees on the for
eign aid bill can testify that the House 
conferees are pretty rigid. 

Last year, Mr. Chairman, the confer
ence lasted over 6 weeks and the position 
of the House was defended very eflec
tively. 
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Mr. Chairman, the House Committee 

on Foreign Affairs is proud of its record,. 
I would say that last year 90 percent of 
the foreign aid bill, as finally agreed to 
represented the provisions of the House 
bill. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to get back 
to the argument about the contingency 
fund. 

We were here just last February to 
act on a supplemental authorization and 
appropriation for $100 million for the 
contingency fund. 

Now, the executive this past year has 
requested in this year's authorization 
$150 million. The request for appropri
ation is only $70 million. 

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on For
eign Affairs over a period of years has 
looked very carefully at this contingency 
fund and the executive has made a good 
record of returning to the Treasury of 
the United States funds unspent from the 
contingency fund. 

If I remember correctly, it was back in 
1962 when the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs, under some prodding by the distin
guished gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
ADAIR], began to take a stronger and 
harder look at the contingency fund. 
He saw that funds from the contingency 
fund were being spent for projects that 
he did not think could be regarded as in
volving unforeseen emergencies. As a. re
sult of some strong language iii our re
port, the executive had done a very good 
job in limiting the use of these funds to 
real contingencies and in returning un-
used funds to the Treasury. · 

For instance, in 1963 we authorized 
$250 million and appropriated $250 mil
lion. Only $149 million was spent, and 
the balance was returned to the Treas
ury. There need be no fear here that 
by authorizing $150 million in this bill 
today we are going to have contingency 
fund dollars wasted. The executive 
branch has a very good record over a 
period of years in its use of this fund. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask for the defeat of 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from South Dakota. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. I join with my 
distinguished chairman. This is a mat
ter of judgment, and they have exercised 
good judgment. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from South Dakota. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

PART n 
Chapter 2-Military assistance 

SEc. 201. Chapter 2 of part II of the For
oign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, 
which relates to military assistance, is 
amended as follows: 

(a) Section 504(a), which relates to au
thorization, is amended to read as follows: 

"(a) In addition to such amounts as may 
be otherwise authorized to support Viet
n amese forces and other free world forces in 
Vietnam, there is authorized to be appro
priated to the President to carry out the pur
poses of this part (excluding the support of 
Vietnamese forces and ·other free world forces 
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in Vietnam) not to exceed $917,000,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 1967 and 1968. 
Amounts appropriated under this subsection 
are authorized to remain available until ex
pended." 

(b) Section 508, whtch relates to reim
bursements, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new sentence: "Such 
amounts of the appropriations made avail
able under this part (including unliquidated 
balances of funds heretofore obligated for 
financing sales and guarantees) as may be 
determined by the President shall be trans
ferred to, and merged with, the separate 
fund account." 

(c) Section 510(a), which relates to spe
cial authority, is amended as follows: 

( 1) In the first sentence, strike out "the 
fiscal year 1966" and insert in lieu thereof 
"each of the fiscal years 1967 and 1968". 

(2) In the second sentence, strike out 
"the fiscal year 1966" and insert in lieu 
thereof "each fiscal year". 

(d) Section 512, which relates to restric
tions on mlUtary aid to Africa, is amended 
by striking out "fiscal year 1966" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "each fiscal year." 

(e) At the end of such chapter 2, add the 
following new section: 

"SEC. 514. ADMINISTRATION OF SALES AND 
EXCHANGE PROGRAMS INVOLVING DEFENSE AR
TICLES AND SERVICES.-Programs for the sale 
or exchange of defense articles or defense 
services under this chapter shall be admin
istered so as to encourage regional arms con
trol and disarmament agreements and so as 
to discourage arms races." 

Mr. MORGAN <interrupting the read
ing of the bilD. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that part II of the 
bill, page 13, line 9 through and includ
ing line 25 on page 14, be considered as 
read, and be open for amendment at 
any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MONAGAN 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

ThE- Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MoNAGAN: on 

page 13, immediately after line 24. insert ·&he 
following: 

"(b) Section 506, which relates to condi
tions of elig1b111ty, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the followmg new sub
section: 

"'(e) No assistance shall be provided under 
this chapter to any country to which sales 
are made under title I of the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954 until such country has entered into .. n 
agreement to permit the use of foreign 
currencies accruing to the United States 
under such title I to procure equipment, 
materials, fac111ties, and services for the com
mon defense including internal security, in 
accordance with the provisions of section 
104(c) of such title I.'" 

And redesignate the following subsections 
accordingly. 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of this amendment is quite ob
vious, from a reading of the text itself. 
It is to require that where we have large 
stocks of foreign currencies, these cur
rencies be used-in this case, for the pur
pose of military equipment--prior to and 
in preference to the use of newly ap
propriated dollars. 

In some countries the legal situation 
is such that that is required to be done . . 

The contracts between the United States 
and the foreign country contain au
thorizing provisions. However, there are 
other countries in which there are hun
dreds of millions of dollars of excess cur
rencies which are really owned by the 
United States. But under the agree
ments that have been made up to this 
time it has not been required that these 
currencies be used for the common de
fense, including internal security. 

This amendment would simply limit 
the granting of military assistance until 
such time as these provisions were put in 
the normal agreement which is negoti
ated regularly. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONAGAN. I yield to the dis
tinguished chairman. 

Mr. MORGAN. I am familiar with 
the gentleman's amendment. I believe 
that if we had had more time and if we 
had had more information on the 
amendment the amendment would have 
been incorporated in the bill during the 
marking up of the bill in committee. 

Mr. MONAGAN. It is my fault that 
it was not submitted in time to be con
sidered by the committee during the 
markup. 

Mr. MORGAN. I think the amend
ment is good. I have consulted with my 
colleagues on the majority side, and the 
amendment is acceptable. 

Mr. MONAGAN. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentle
woman from Ohio. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman, we 
also agree that it is an excellent amend
ment and we accept it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of words. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Alabama is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Chairman, during 
Senate consideration of this legislation, 
an amendment was adopted to extend the 
present $55 million ceiling on grant of 
military equipment to Latin America to 
cover sales as well. The result would be 
to cut the existing program by more than 
half. 

Proponents of the Senate amendment 
claimed that it will discourage military 
forces in Latin America from meddling 
in the political life of their nations. 
They further claimed that such a limita
tion will reduce the likelihood of an arms 
race among the Latin American coun
tries. In addition, they averred that the 
cutback in U.S. military assistance will 
cause the Latin American countries to 
devote a larger portion of their resources 
to constructive purposes. 

It is easy to sympathize with the moti
vations which insipired the Senate pro
vision. The American people have his
torically felt an affinity for other demo
cratic nations. Temperamentally and 
traditionally, we have abhorred mili
tarism, at home as well as abroad. We 



15732 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 14, 1-966 

have consistently rushed to disarm after 
each unsought and unwelcome military 
engagement. We have assiduously main
tained civilian control over our own mili
tary forces. As the United States as
sumed far-flung responsibilities for the 
defense of the free world against Com
munist onslaughts, President Eisen
hower-himself a product of our Military 
Establishment-warned of the dangers of 
a developing military-industrial complex 
in the United States. 

But the Senate amendment, however 
well-intentioned, will not achieve the de
sirable purposes attributed to it. On the 
contrary. 

Consider the problem of military coups 
1n Latin America. In those countries 
where the military appear to play a dom
inant role, there has not yet developed a 
workable and popularly accepted basis 
among civilian political groups for the 
orderly transfer of power. In this kind 
of situation, the role played by the mili
tary is less cause than result. With or 
without U.S. military assistance, where 
violence is the accepted alternative to 
peaceful resolution of political issues, the 
military-frequently prevailed upon by 
civilian factions-will step in. 

Furthermore, it is imperative to make 
a distinction between the use of the mil
itary to protect the status quo-a role 
apparently imputed to them by the au
thors of the current amendment-and 
their role to protect the state against 
Communist-inspired or other totalitari
an revolutionary movements. In coun
tries where viable political systems do 
not exist, where contending forces are 
unable to achieve peaceful accommoda
tions, the Armed Forces may perform a 
vital moderating function. Much as we 
may deplore military intervention, we 
cannot be blind to realities. Above all, 
we must learn to judge each Latin Amer
ican country according to its own cir
cumstances and to avoid making blanket 
indictments of countries in which situa
tions differ markedly. 

Until some of the basic social reforms 
called for by the Alliance for Progress 
are achieved, Latin America will remain 
a region in ferment. But without inter
nal peace, the goals of the Alliance will 
be rendered impossible. In these cir
cumstances, U.S. military assistance
directed as it currently is largely toward 
internal security, counterinsurgency, and 
civic action-can play a meaningful role 
in helping the Latin American nations 
maintain the domestic peace vital to eco
nomic and social progress. 

In fact, U.S. military assistance in 
these areas can be crucial to shoring up 
democratically elected governments. 
Drastically reducing military assistance 
is hardly the way to assist such countries 
as Colombia, Peru, Venezuela, anri the 
new Guatemalan Government, which 
face active--and undemocratic-insur
gent movements. 

As for the charge that U.S. military 
assistance induces an arms race in Latin 
America, the contrary prevails. By vir
tually cutting out the military sales pro
gram-which would be the effect of the 
Senate amendment-we cut the Latin 
American nations loose to purchase mili
tary equipment from every persuasive 

dealer in the world. The effect would be 
to undermine inter-American efforts to 
adjust defense measures to real exigen
cies. Those Latin American military 
forces that exercise dominant roles in 
their own countries would then have free 
reign to satisfy their temptations to ac
quire unnecessary, but prestigious, so
phisticated equipment. And it is un
likely that the United States could bring 
much influence to bear upon foreign 
arms dealers, eager for sales and indif
ferent to their impact upon the Latin 
American scene. In this case, we would 
shortly find a miniature arms race on 
among those countries in Latin America 
which have old boundary disputes and 
rivalries. The unhappy result wou~d also 
mean the expenditure of scarcr resources 
for unnecessary, costly, sophisticated 
weaponry. 

In short, the Senate amendment will 
not reduce the penchant of some Latin 
American military forces to intervene in 
domestic politics. It will weaken the 
hemisphere's efforts to cope with the 
wars of terrorism and insurgency prom
ised by the Tri-Continental Congress, 
held in Cuba last December. It will free 
those Latin American military establish
ments who wish to enhance their pres
tige by acquiring sophisticated equip
ment to shop around. And it will start 
the arms race which the amendment's 
proponents seek to avoid. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is important 
to note that no amendment of this na
ture was adopted or even offered in the 
House of Representatives, and I urge the 
House conferees when they meet with 
their Senate counterparts to strongly op
pose this particular Senate provision. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
PART DX 

Chapter !-General provisions 
SEc. 301. Chapter 1 of part III of the For

eign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, 
which relates to general provisions, is amend
ed as follows: 

(a) Section 601, which relates to encour
agement of free enterprise and private par
ticipation, is amended as follows: 

(1) In subsection (b), immediately after 
paragraph (1), insert the folloWing new para
graph: 

"(2) establish an effective system for ob
taining adequate information with respect to 
the activities of, and opportunities for, no_n
governmental participation in the develop
ment process, and for utilizing such informa
tion in the planning, direction, and execu
tion of programs carried out under this Act, 
and in the coordination of such programs 
With the ever-increasing developmental ac
tivities of nongovernmental United States 
institutions; ". 

(2) In subsection (b), redesignate para
graphs (2), (3), (4), (5), and (6) as para
graphs (3), (4), (5), (6), and (7), respec
tively. 

(3) Subsection (c) is amended to read as 
follows: 

" (c) ( 1) There is hereby established an In
ternational Private Investment Advisory 
Council on Foreign Aid to be composed of 
such members of leading American business 
specialists as may be selected, from time to 
time, by the Administrator of the Agency for 
International Development for the purpose of 
carrying out the provisions of this subsec
tion. The members of the Board shall serve 
~t the ple.asure of the Administrator, who 

shall designate one member to serve as Chair
man. 

"(2) It shall be the duty of the Council, 
at the request of the Administrator, to make 
recommendations to the Administrator With 
respect to particular aspects of programs and 
activities under this Act where private enter
prise can play a contributing role and to act 
as liaison for the Administrator to involve 
specific private enterprises in such programs 
and activities. 

"(3) The members of the Advisory Coun
cil shall receive no compensation for their 
services but shall be entitled to reimburse
ment in accordance with section 5 of the Ad
ministrative Expenses Act of 1946 (5 U.S.C. 
73b-2) for travel and other expenses in
curred by them in the performance of their 
functions under this subsection. 

" ( 4) The expenses of the Advisory Council 
shall be paid by the Administrator from 
funds otherwise available under this Act." 

(b) Section 608(a), which relates to ad
vance acquisition of property, is amended by 
inserting "(including personnel costs)" im
mediately after "costs" the first place it ap
pears in the first sentence. 

(c) Section 610(b), which relates to trans
fer between accounts, is amended by striking 
out the last sentence and inserting in lieu 
thereof the folloWing: "Not to exceed $5,000,-
000 of the funds appropriated under section 
402 of this Act for any fiscal year for use in 
Vietnrun may be transferred to and consoli
dated with appropriations made uhder sec
tion 637(a) of this Act for the same fiscal 
year, subject to the further limitation that 
funds so transferred shall be available solely 
for additional administrative expenses in
curred in 'connection With programs in Viet
nrun.'' 

(d) Section 614(a), which relates to 
special authorities, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new sentence: 
"The limitation contained in the preceding 
sentence shall not apply to any country 
which is a victim of active Communist or 
Communist-supported aggression." 

(e) Section 620, which relates to prohibi
tions against furnishing assistance, is 
amended as follows: 

(1) The first sentence of subsection (i) is 
amended to read as follows: "No assistance 
shall be provided under this or any other 
Act, and no sales shall be made under the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist
ance Act of 1954, to any country which the 
President determines is engaging in or pre
paring for aggressive military efforts, or is 
participating officially in · any international 
conference to plan activities involving in
surrection or subversion, directed against--

.. ( 1) the United States, 
"(2) any country receiving assistance un

der this or any other Act, or 
"(3) any country to which sales are made 

under the Agricultural Trade Development 
and Assistance Act of 1954, 
until the President determines that such 
military efforts or preparations have ceased, 
or such participation has ceased, and he re
ports to the Congress that he has received 
assurances satisfactory to him that such 
military efforts or preparations will not be 
renewed, or that such participation will not 
be renewed or repeated." 

(2) Subsection (1) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(1) The President shall consider deny
ing assistance under this Act to the govern
ment of any less developed country which, 
after December 31, 1966, has failed to enter 
into an agreement With the President to 
institute the investment guaranty program 
under section 221(b) (1) of this Act, pro
viding protection against the specific risks of 
inconvertibility under subparagraph (A), 
and expropriation or confiscation under 
subparagraph (B), of such section 221(b) 
(1) ." 
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(3) Subsection (n) 1B amended by' strlk- 'amendment offered by the gentleman 

ing out "the President shall consider deny- from New York [Mr. FARBSTEIN]. 
ing assistance" and inserting in lieu thereof The Clerk read as follows: 
"no assistance shall be furnished". 

Mr. MORGAN <interrupting the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that that portion of the bill 
starting on page 15, line 1, part m, 
chapter 1-General Provisions-and 
going over to line 3 on page 19 be con
sidered as read and open for amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FARBSTEIN 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FARBSTEIN: On 

page 19, immediately after line 3, insert the 
following: (4) At the end of such section 
620, add the following new subsection: 

"(p) No assistance shall be furnished 
under this Act to the United Arab Republic 
unless the President finds and reports to the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House that such assistance is essential 
to the national interest of the United States." 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, the 
Congress has already declared its feelings 
about the troublemaker of the Middle 
East, Mr. Nasser, in barring any renewal 
of aid to his country under Public Law 
480, the food-for-peace program. I be
lieve the bill before us today would be de
ficient if a similar provision were not 
included. I, therefore, introduce an 
amendment to prevent any assistance to 
the United Arab Republic under this leg
islation. Admittedly, there is no pro
vision for aid to the United Arab Republic 
in the current foreign aid blll. However, 
the door is not closed-particularly to de
velopment loans. I believe we must close 
it as decisively as we can. That is the 
intent of this amendment. 

I need not dwell unduly on the proof 
that President Nasser pursues a pol1cy 
diametrically opposed to ours in the Mid
dle East. Our intention is to promote 
peace. His is to promote tension, in
stability and war. He keeps 70,000 
soldiers in Yemen for aggressive pur
poses. He has sent arms to the Congo 
and elsewhere in the volatile lands to his 
south. He has sought to deprive us of 
the use of Wheelus Air Force Base in 
Libya. He has discriminated against our 
citizens. He has burned our libraries. 
Perhaps most outrageous, he uses the aid 
we give him to free his own funds so 
that he can buy arms from Communist 
countries with which to make war. 

Many of my colleagues have joined me 
in pointing out this country's mistake in 
aiding the United Arab Republic. Con
gress has consistently, over the years, 
expressed its opposition to our encour
aging the Nasser rampage, which is how 
our continued assistance must be inter
preted. My amendment would end this 
unwise policy once and for all. I call 
upon my colleagues to join me in barring 
American assistance to an aggressor, 
once and for all. 

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 
MR. HALPERN 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, I of
fer a substitute amendment to the 

· Substitute amendment offered by Mr. 
HALPERN to the amendment offered by Mr. 
FARBSTEIN: Imtnediately after the word "re
ports" on line 3 of the amendment add the 
following: "within 30 days of such findings", 
and immediately after the last word in the 
amendment, strike the period, add a comma., 
and add the following: "and further that 
such assistance wlll neither directly or in
directly assist in aggressive actions by the 
United Arab Republic." 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALPERN. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, for 
myself, I am satisfied in the interests of 
bipartisanship to accept this amend
ment to show the Arab countries that we 
in this United States are united in our 
disgust with the activities of Mr. Nasser. 

However, I must submit to the wishes 
of the chairman, and, if he will agree to 
accept this amendment, I will be pleased 
on my part to do so . . 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALPERN. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is not as vital as the argu
ment would indicate. I have no strong 
opposition to either the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. FARBSTEIN], or to the amendment 
to the amendment offered by the 'dis
tinguished gentleman from New York 
[Mr. HALPERNl. The amendment pro
hibits assistance to the United Arab Re
public unless the President finds such 
assistance is essential to the national in
terest of the United States. There is very 
little assistance in this bill for the United 
Arab Republic, only a llmited technical 
assistance program, that runs around 
$2,200,000. 

What this program consists · of, is a 
technical assistance program to provide 
a couple of university teams over there 
to show those people how to grow more 
food and to improve their production. 
All of this $2,200,000 is spent for services 
of Americans. The United Arab Republic 
does not get a dime under this act. 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, I be
lieve I have the floor. 

Mr. MORGAN. If the gentleman be
lieves this amendment is helpful and 
effective, the chairman of the committee 
is willing to accept both amendments. 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, if I 
may proceed I rise to offer an amend
ment to the one now before us. I am in 
agreement with the intent of the amend
ment presented by the distinguished gen
tleman from New York [Mr. FARBSTEINl, 
who has done so much effective work in 
this field. I have a similar but broader, 
amendment at the desk, and the lan
guage I now offer would conform the 
amendments into one. In adopting my 
amendment, I believe the bill will thereby 
be perfected and strengthened. I could 
not be more pleased than with the ac
ceptance of my amendment by the gen
tleman from New York. 

I want to make clear that this lan
guage reflects · the collective views of 

many of my colleagues. I want · to par
ticularly commend another able gentle
man from New York rMr. TENZER] ·fo·r 
his efforts in helping to develop mean
ingful and unequivocal legislation which 
we trust will be included today in the 
Foreign Assistance Act. Likewise, much 
credit must go to the gentlemen from 
New York [Mr. RYAN and Mr. WOLFF] 
as well as to the gentlewoman from ],'lew 
York [Mrs. KELLY], a member of thE> 
committee, all of whom have been most 
helpful. I would be remiss if I did not 
mention the superb cooperation and as
sistance given by the gentlewoman from 
Ohio [Mrs. BoLTON] and the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. ADAIR], the ranking 
minority members of the committee, who 
have contributed so much toward this 
bipartisan effort to cut off aid to Nas
ser's United Arab Republic. 

It is significant and gratifying to know 
that the amendment has the full sup
port of the minority leadership. I hail 
this unanimity. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel my amendment is 
necessary in order to be more specific and 
to preclude any misinterpretation of the 
intent of this House. 

Despite this overwhelming and enthu
siastic expression of ~upport, I feel it im
portant to the legislative history of this 
legislation that I explain tJ:ie amendment 
and its objectives in further detail. The 
amendment I offer adds the following 
language to the amendment previously 
read: 

First. To the clause in the gentleman's 
amendment which asks the President to 
report to the Congress that assistance to 
the United Arab Republic is "essential 
to the national interests," my amend
ment specifies that the report be sub
mitted within 30 days of such findings. 

And, secondly, I would add a new pro
vision in the presidential proviso by 
adding after the words "essential to the 
national interest," such phrase being in 
the gentleman's amendment, the follow
ing new language: "that such assistance 
will neither directly nor indirectly assist 
aggressive action by the United Arab Re:
public." 

I have added a definite time limit of 
30 days because I believe that the word 
"report" in the gentleman's amendment 
is vague and open to misinterpretation. 
The Congress must be informed of the 
reasons for and the amount of any assist
ance which the President determines 
essential to our national interest. So, 
if we are going to have a Presidential re
port, let us at least be specific and tell 
him both where and when to submit it. 

And, most importantly, in order to in 
dicate that we do not wish at any time, 
either dircctiy or indirectly, to con
tribute to Nasser's aggression, I h ave 
added a further condition that the Presi
dent must prove that any waivins of our 
no-aid provision will not in any way 
assist, directly or indirectly, aggressive 
actions by Nasser. Further, this pro
vision should close the door once and for 
all for any possible assistance to Nasser 
under this act. By his own avowed ag
gressive policy, and his offensive actions 
in Yemen alone, he would be eliminated 
from any Presidential waiving of this 
amendment. That is why I recommend 
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writing it into the bill as my amend
ment does. 

Why is this new condition needed? I 
will tell you why. There is already a 
very broad antiaggressive clause as part 
of the existing act, section 620 (i) • But 
I must point out that this is a general 
clause and does not pinpoint specific 
countries, such as my amendment does in 
the case of the United Arab Republic. 
This is important, I believe, because the 
clause in the general sense has, to my 
knowledge, never been implemented by 
the State Department. Despite Nasser's 
repeated aggressive actions, the State 
Department has failed to label Nasser an 
aggressor and refused to suspend aid to 
his country. That is because, I believe 
the present all-inclusive, general clause 
is just that-all too inclusive and too 
general. 

Now, by naming Nasser's United Arab 
Republic individually, and by inserting 
this specific antiaggressor section-my 
amendment, as it amends the gentle
man's-will place the burden upon the 
State Department to prove that Nasser is 
not an aggressor nation. They must 
prove that the United Arab Republic is 
not fomenting strife in the Middle East 
or elsewhere if he wishes to earn any aid 
from us. 

Mr. Chairman, it is not unique for 
Congress to single out nations in the 
Foreign Assistance Act. No less than 19 
nations are mentioned specifically by · 
Congress which are not permitted to 
receive U.S. aid. 

In fact, we have in the past singled out 
the United Arab Republic itself. I refer 
you to the amendment this House 
adopted by voice vote on June 9, on the 
amendment by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. RYAN], restricting title I sales 
o( food to the United Arab Republic 
under the Food for Freedom Act. I also 
refer you to last year's Foreign Assist
ance Appropriations Act, expired as of 
June 30, which in a fashion very similar 
to th~ ~entleman's amendment, imposed 
restnct10ns on aid to the United Arab 
Republic. 

Secondly, Presidential reports and de
terminations submitted to the Congress 
are an accepted procedure to the For
eign Assistance Act. I refer you to sec
tions 512, 620 <D and (j) among many 
others. 

Mr. Chairman, the phrase "essential to 
the national interest" is the language 
accepted in existing limiting legislation. 
It is used in the restriction on aid to 
certain other countries. It is used also 
in both the Food for Freedom Act and the 
Foreign Assistance Appropriations Act to 
which I just referred. 

But that phrase in itself is much too 
broad, and leaves too many loopholes 
which have in some instances been take~ 
advantage of. 

That 1s why I am trying through the 
language of my amendment to close 
escape hatches and require the President 
to submit specific findings to Congress. 
My amendment will include additional 
restrictions and closely defined areas for 
exemptions. 

For the reasons cited by the gentle
man from New York and by many of 
us during the general debate on the bill, 

I would not take the time now to Jist The question before the House yester
the numerous indictments against Nasser day, Monday, February 8, 1965, was not 
and why, if we have any self-respect as one of reatHrming this position or chang
a nation, we should eliminate the United ing it. Rather, the question was whether 
A b R bl. the sense of the Congress should be ex-

ra epu lC from our assistance pro- pressed in a manner contrary to the tra-
grams. ditional separation of power and responsi-

No one is less entitled to our aid, and bility in the sphere of foreign affairs. The 
no one has made more of a mockery of amendments added by the other body is 
our program than the Egyptian dictator. one acceptable to me as it was acceptable 

In view of these continuing transgres- to a majority of the Members of the House. 
i 

I would not want to see the hands of 
s ons on the part of this "Castro of the the President tied because of our expres
Nile," I can see no possible justification sion of opposition. It is more fitting to 
for the United States furnishing a single convey our feeling to the Chief Executive 
dime to the United Arab Republic. without impairing the flexible position re-

With the adoption of the amendment quired to negotiate with other countries. 
before the House, and with the inclu- The other question before the House was 
· f whether to tie the hands of our commit-

Slon o my amendment, we can finally tee going into conference on the bill. 
serve notice on Nasser, and to the State our feelings have been conveyed in a 
Department, that we no longer tolerate responsible manner. Let us hope that the 
flagrant misuse of our funds--nor do we United Arab Republic will understand its 
plan to underwrite aggression in the full meaning and significance. 
Middle East. I have actively participated with my 

I urge my colleagues to support this colleague, Congressman FARBSTEIN a 
long overdue but crucial suspension of member of the Committee on For~ign 
aid to an aggressor nation and to vote Affairs, and my colleague, Congressman 
for my amendment and then for the HALPERN, in the preparation of three 
amendment of the gentleman from New amendments. 
York. The language in the proposed amend-

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Chairman, will the ments before the House today goes even 
gentleman yield? further and strengthens the ban on aid 

Mr. HALPERN. I yield to the gentle- , to the United Arab Republic by requir-
man from New York. ing the President to report his findings 

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Chairman, I rise within 30 days, and that any such aid to 
in support of the amendment offered by the United Arab Republic is in the na
the gentleman from New York [Mr. tiona! interest and will not be used for 
FARBSTEIN] and the amendment to the aggressive purposes. 
amendment offered by the gentleman The burden will be on the President to 
from New York [Mr. HALPERN], which justify his action to the Congress while 
prohibits assistance under this act to the the constitutional power of the President 
United Arab Republic except under to manage the foreign affairs of the Na
clearly defined circumstances. Under tion will not be violated. 
the proposed amendments any aid to the On the broader question of aid to the 
United Arab Republic would ·be pro- United Arab Republic and our military 
hibited unless the President finds not assistance program in general I would 
only that such assistance is essential to like to express my disappointm~nt in the 
the national interest of the United States continuing arms races in various areas 
but he must also find that such assistance of the world. We must not permit our 
will not encourage aggressive actions by aid to be diverted so as to encourage ag
the United Arab Republic. In addition gression or subversion. We must con
under the proposed amendment the Pres- tinue to support those who represent the 
ident must report within 30 days after hope for peace in the world. 
such findings to the President of the Sen- I have supported our economic aid pro
ate and the Speaker of the House of Rep- grams in the Near East and in other 
resentatives. areas of the world in order to assist the 

Last year I supported and voted for economic development of areas which are 
an amendment to the 1965 agriculture unstable and in order to achieve peace 
appropriations supplemental bill which and stability throughout the world. I 
prohibited the financing of shipments of continue to believe that you cannot 
agricultural pro.ducts to the United Arab change the politics of a hungry man. 
Republic. The other Chamber, in its wis- While we have made strides in assist
dom, added to this amendment the Ian- ing the economic development in the 
guage which allowed the President to au- Near East through our economic aid 
thorize such sales where he determined program, the people of that area contin
such sales to be in the national interest ue to suffer as a result of the arms race, 
of the United States. When the confer- and the aggressive attitudes of the Unit
ence report reached the House floor, the ed Arab Republic. Massive shipments of 
Senate version of the ban was approved arms by the Soviet Union to the United 
by the House, by overwhelming voice Arab Republic and to other Arab States 
vote. I supported the Senate version of have escalated the arms race and as a 
the ban. result of increasing the defense require-

As I stated in the Hou~e at that time, ments of the nations in the area, further 
February 9, 1965: economic progress has been and is be

ing hampered. 
Mr. Speaker, my position with respect to 

aid to Egypt and other countries dedicated Because of the belligerent attitudes 
to a course of world aggression remains one and aggressive actions by the United 
of strong opposition. I joined my colleagues Arab Republic, the proposed amend
when. we expressed this feeling as the sense ments now before this Committee are 
of the Congress last week by voting to cut necessary and also because of the in
off shipments of surplus food to the United creased activities of the Palestine Lib
Arab Republic. eration Front the amendments are time-
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ly. By passing these amendments, Con
gress will have spoken out in clear terms 
and the executive_ branch will retain the 
constitutional responsibility for conduct
ing foreign affairs, while at the same 
time meeting its obligation to report to 
Congress the findings we must have to 
justify further assistance to the United 
Arab Republic. 

I believe the amendments are sound 
and I am pleased to join with my col
leagues from New York in urging their 
adoption by the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
who desire to do so may extend their re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HALPERN. I yield to the dis

tinguished gentleman from New York, 
my able colleague from the Borough of 
Queens [Mr. ADDABBO]. 

Mr. ADDABBO. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise at this time in 
support of the principles contained in 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York, my colleague, Mr. 
LEONARD FARBSTEIN, and for the substi
tute amendment offered by my colleague, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. SEY
MOUR HALPERN, to H.R. 15750, the For
eign Assistance Act of 1966. 

At this time, I wish to express my 
opposition to further extension of aid 
to those countries which have been dam
aging our Nation's policy interests and 
materially have been disrupting peace 
throughout the world. In whatever form 
it might be, assistance abroad becomes 
definitely an arm of American foreign 
policy. We do not wish that newly free 
states, who are weak and insecure at 
the present time, to lean too heavily 
upon enemy forces, as we are a civilized 
nation and one of our foremost endeav
ors at this time is to extend our knowl
edge and surplus commodities to meet 
human wants. However, on the other 
hand we do not wish those countries 
presently receiving our aid to abuse such 
by diverting its resources to war engage
ment and making it possible to avoid the 
cruel internal demands which arise. In 
this sense, the soundness of American 
aid, I feel, has already been damaged by 
countries such as the United Arab 
Republic. 

As an illustration, a few weeks ago, a 
visitor to this country, Saudi Arabia's 
King Faisal made a derogatory state
ment in answer to a question asked of 
him as to what country he regarded as 
his worse enemy-the United Arab Re
public or Israel when he replied that 
Egyptians remained the brethren of the 
Saudis. Jews from outside Israel, he was 
quoted as saying, had taken over the 
home of the Palestine Arabs and were 
therefore ~ilty of aggression. Is this 
not a hostile attitud.e to take after 
receiving aid from us? I cannot re
frain from mentioning here that I be-

lieve all of us admire the contributions 
those of the Jewish faith have given to 
us here in the United States, as well as 
throughout the world. 

I feel because of the specific section of 
this bill concerning U.S. aid to the United 
Arab Republic, a need is necessary for 
this amendment to delineate precisely 
our policy toward the United Arab Re
public. Therefore, I support whole
heartedly the stand taken by these two 
distinguished gentlemen from New York, 
in their respective amendments on this 
subject. 

I wish to commend at this time the 
outstanding work the chairman of the 
Foreign Affairs Committee here in the 
House of Representatives, has done, as 
well as the members of said committee, 
in presenting this important bi11 to us 
today. 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALPERN. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. I should like to 
a short statement in connection with the 
remarks made by my distinguished and 
beloved friend. I know that this bill 
contains only a very small sum of money 
for the United Arab Republic, but a con
tract may be, and probably will be, 
signed with Mr. Nasser, insofar as the 
sale of surplus foods under Public Law 
480 is concerned. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment and I take exception to re
marks of 'lur chairman of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee. 

I have been pleased to cosponsor the 
amendment offered by our able colleague, 
the gentleman from New York, Con
gressman FARBSTEIN. I believe that this 
amendment is fully consistent with the 
policy embodied in the legislation before 
us. It is a part of the American tradi
tion that our Government has con
sciously endeavored to eliminate dis
crimination and to promote respect for 
the rights of all our citizens. 

We have followed this policy in our do
mestic affairs and we have made it an 
integral part of our approach to other 
nations. 

We have advocated and supported all 
the peoples' right to self-determination. 

We have come out openly against poli
cies of discrimination, whether such dis
crimination is based on race, color, or 
creed. 

And we have included an expression 
on this point in the statement of policy 
which is contained in section 102 of the 
Foreign · Assistance Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the 
amendment proposed by the gentleman 
from New York simply carries out the 
principle which has been firmly estab
lished in our foreign policy for many 
years. It is a sound principle and one 
which gives outward expression to our 
respect for the dignity of all men. 

I urge the adoption of the amendment. 
Mr. FAR;BSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike .the requisite number of 
words. 

I should like to pw·sue further the 
statement I started to make earlier. 

I started to say, when the time expired, 
that consideration is being given now to 
a renewal of a contract with the United 
Arab Republic under Public Law 480. 

The language of the amendment, and 
as contained in the other amendments 
referring to Public Law 480 suggests that 
no assistance be given unles3 the Presi
dent determines that it is essential in the 
national interest of the United States. 

That is all right with me. There is 
nothing in this bill, however, even if this 
amendment is adopted-and I · under
stand it has been accepted on both 
sides-to prevent any development loans 
from being made to the United Arab Re
public if the President finds it is in the 
national interest. 

I want to put all of those who have the 
authority to make any agreements, inso
far as development loans are concerned, 
with the United Arab Republic and the 
sale of surplus foods under Public Law 
480, that we in this Congress, on both 
sides, as I said earlier, look with disgust 
upon the activities of the United Arab 
Republic. 

The statement of the chairman to the 
effect that we are flag waving is not cor
rect. I believe this is serious business 
and that mature consideration be given 
before we make any eontract or agree
ment to aid the United Arab Republic, 
keeping in mind the feelings of the Con
gress as expressed in the amendment I 
just offered which was accepted unani
mously as amended by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. HALPERN]. I want 
to thank the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. TENZER] for the assistance he has 
rendered in this and also the gentle
woman from New York [Mrs. KELLY] for 
her support and the numerous others in 
the House who echo my sentiments. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. FARBSTEIN]. 

Before the United States enters into 
commitments to supply additional food 
to Nasser, the officials of the Department 
of Agriculture and of the State Depart
ment should take a long, hard look at 
the record. 

It is probably fair to say that during 
the last several months Nasser's words 
and acts have been somewhat less ob
jectionable than in previous years. 

Nevertheless, the United Arab Repub
lic continues to draw on its very limited 
resources to build up its military estab
lishment. All of the resources of Egypt 
are needed to improve the living condi
tions of the poverty stricken people of 
that country. They should not be used 
to accelerate an arms race to the detri
ment not only of the people of the United 
Arab Republic but to all of the people 
of the Near East. 

Nasser continues to cultivate the · 
U.S.S.R. His policy apparently con
tinues to be to put pressure on the . 
United States to assist him by threaten
ing to throw 41 his lot with tl).e Rus
sia~. 



15736 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 1.!;,, 1966 

The Egyptian Army is still in Yemen, 
and there is no evidence that the with
drawal of these forces is_ being accel
erated. 

It seems to me that the United States 
should be firm with the Government of 
the United Arab Republic rather than 
follow a policy of appeasement. If Nas
ser wants to be friendly and cooperative .. 
let us reciprocate. If he wants to give 
aid and comfort to our ~nemies and 
publicize unfriendly statements about 
the United States and our policies; let 
him make his own way without our help. 

There hav~ been numerous reports 0f 
private conversations with officials of 
the United Arab Repu.blic, who said that 
beginning last fall Nasser was turning 
over a new leaf, that he wanted to co
operate with the United States. 

In my judgment, the United States 
should pay more attention to what Nas
ser does than to what he or his emis
saries Sa.y. Let us wai~ until his per
formance justifies .such action befDre 
we resume food shipments. 

The situation in the Middle East is 
always .in considerable turmoii-the 
Arab-Israeli conflict; the division in 
the Arab world; and the constant prob
ing of the Soviets to take advantage of 
every opening requires constant .aware
ness on the part Gf our diplomats fDr 
shifts in emphasis, programs, and di
plomacy while adhering to fundamental 
principles of U.S. policies in the Middle 
East. 

An interesting discussion on some of 
the complexities, background, and ac
tions which are continually .shifting in 
the .Middle East .are set f~:>rth in a re
cent article in the Wall Street Journal 
by Philip Geyelin, which ~ commend to 
my colleagues: 
{From the Wall Street Journal, June 22, 

1966) 
ARAB-WORLD PER.nr-FAISAL VISIT POINTS UP 

WIDENING MIDEAST RTFT ALONG COLD-WAR 
LINEs-SAUDI ARABIAN LEADER SEEKS FmM 
U.S. STAND ON UAR; SoVIET RoLE IN AREA 
GRows--A NEW 'RUSSIAN NAVAL BASE? 

(By .Philip Geyelin) 
WASHINGTON.-The Russians are on the 

prowl again in the Middle East, and in .a 
manner which raises sharp questions about 
just how fundamentally the character of the 
Cold War may have changed. 

The popular notions currently have it that 
Vietnam is the realiy cruci"S.l conflict; that 
infiltration .and subversion and guerrilla 
wars of liberation are the great danger, with 
outright Communist take-over as their aim; 
and that the Russians pose less and less 
of a threat to Western interests while the 
Chinese loom more and more as Public 
Enemy No. L Most top U.S. -policy-makers 
find something to be said for all this. 

But King Fai-sal ibn Abdul Aziz al Saud 
is here in Washington this week to tell 
President Johnson that his own oil-soaked 
kingdom of Saudi Arabia and a clutch of 
other Mideast monarchies are ·now menaced. 
actively if indirectly, by a growing Com
munist threat of Russian origin. As King 
Faisal sees it, the Soviets are rapidly ex
panding their bid for influence over the 
Arab "socialists" running Egypt, Syria, Iraq 
and Algeria, and actively wooing non-Arab 
but Mos-lem Iran. From all the evidence, 
the king wants more resolute U.S. support 
for the Arab "conserva.tives"-notably Saudi 
Arabia, ~ordan and Kuwait--as a counter
poise. 

INCREASED ALARM 

Without -accepting an 'Of this assessment, 
many U.S. Government experts and private 
authorities are likewise .expressing lncreased 
alarm over the latest turn of Mideast events. 
To some, the current scene is all too remi
niscent of the situation a little more than 
a decade .ago when the Russians were lining 
up their arms .deal with Egypt's Gamal Ab
del Nasser~ nailing down grandiose aid deals 
such as the one for building Egypt's As
wan. Dam, and otherwise plunging deeply in
to the struggle for influence in the Arab 
world. 

The scale of Soviet activity is more modest 
now, and the approach is somewhat subtler. 
.. Last time the Russians openly challenged 
the West, stirred up Cold War tensions, scared 
the ~ians into union with Egypt, wound 
up allenating Mr. Nasser and almost wrecked 
their own cause," recalls one U.S. veteran 
diplomat. "This time they're moving on 
little eat's feet instead of bear's paws.~ 

But intelligence reports and other glean
ings lea-ve no doubt of quickening Russian 
interest and activity. In part, the evidence 
shows a steady incr.ease in the Russian Mid
east effort in recent yearB, including the 
striking-up of trade relations with even such 
staunchly anti-Communist nations as Ku
wait; the beginnings of .a major economic 
cOllaboration with traditionally pro-Western 
Iran (featuring $260 million in Soviet credit 
to build a steel mill, in exchange for Rus
sian access to Iranian natural gas); a general 
increase in Russian diplomatic, economic 
and military missions (at last count, some 
two-thirds of all Soviet miLitary and tech
nical personnel overseas were in the Mideast); 
and, according to some analysts. an ab
normally high proportion of former intelli
gence specialists in key positions in Russian 
embassies in the Arab world (by one count, 
5 of the '11 Soviet ambassadors to Arab states 
a.re onetime intell1gence OPflratives) . 

NEW RED ACTNITY 
But there are al-so signs of a recent spurt 

in the Russians' activity, timed with Soviet 
Premier Kosygin'B visit to Crulro last month. 

Item: Though few xesults of that visit 
were revealed, many eKJ)erts -are convinced 
the Soviet chief nailed down an-angements 
for Egyptian repair-and-maintenance facil
ities for Russian warships and some. re
portedly including King Faisal, fear that ac
tual naval bases for Russia may ultimately 
be involved. At the least, this could mean 
warm-water ports for Soviet naval vessels in 
a part of the world where the U.S. Sixth Fleet 
now operates without challenge. 

It7m: Mr. Kosygin almost certainly used 
the ~fluence of Russia, as the principal un
derwriter of Egyptian economic development 
to encourage Mr. N"S.sser to carry on with his 
fruitless, stalemated "war" on behalf of Yem
en's republican government. Mr. Nassex's 
United Arab Republic (the UAR ls no longer 
"united" with anybody since the :rupture 
with l?yda) has as many as 70,000 soldiers 
comm1tted to stamp out the stubborn re
sistance of the royal Yemeni royalist forces. 
Russia's real motive, many onlookers be
lieve, is to keep Mr. Nasser acti-vely engaged 
on the tip of the Arabian 'Peninsula until the 
British pull out .of Aden, neKt door to Yem
en, leaving that British stronghold ·and the 
affiliated South Arabian Federation vulner
able to possible N.asserite inroads a few years 
from now. 

.Item: Soviet propaganda lately has been 
trumpeting, and Soviet diplomacy bas been 
busily promoting, the cause of "Arab social
ism" with miKed success. Iraq and Algeria, 
for example, have so fa.r stood aloof from ·any 
tight "Arab socialist" cabal. But Russian ef
forts to promote improved relations between 
the UAR and Syria's new, arch-leftist gov
erntnent, which boasts at least one avowed 
Communist in the cabinet, show more signs 

of progress. Despite mutual suspicions and 
hard feeling~ growing out of the collapse of 
their short-lived union, both sides have been 
obediently trying to patch things up, since 
being urged publicly to do so by the Soviets 
last month. 

By way of incr~asing the Russian "pres
ence" in Syria. as well as Russian leverage, 
Moscow has just promised the new Syrian 
government up to $100 million in credits to 
finance a start on a new dam on the Eu
phrates which Soviet propagandists are pro-
moting as "'another Aswan." ' 

The aim in all this, as most U.S. experts 
see it, is not the classic Communist take
over. Only in Syria are local Communists 
much in evidence. Instead, the immediate 
objective is to stir dissension in rgeneral 
and, In ,particular~ to provoke an open, vio~ 
lent qua-rrel between the so-called Arab na
tionalists, 'With their Ma-rxist economic doc
trines, and the monarchies, whose aillegiance 
is largely with the Western "imperialists." 
By sharpening this struggle, the Russians 
could hope, first, to force the U.S. to take 
sides openly and decisively with the ancient 
"conservative" kingdoms and shiekdom~ 
while the Soviets ride the socialist "wave of 
the future." The theory .. of course, is that 
the latter would in time turn out to be the 
winning side. 

Ultimately, as this strategy is projected by 
e.nalysts here, the hope would be to ex:pand 
Ru~ian influence over the entire Mideast. 
This could enhance Soviet military power (as 
with naval bases). More important lt could 
give Russia heavy influence, if not' outright 
control, over the production and marketing 
?.f Mideast oil to consumers in the West. 

The Russians don't need Arab oil for its 
own sake.'' says one U.S. authority. "But 
they'd dearly love to dictate the terms un
der which we get it." 

Something else the Soviets might or might 
not welcome is the effect all this could have 
on the basic Arab-Israeli dispute which cuts 
a_cross all ?ther Mideast con.fiicts. Getting 
tie~ inextncably to the ~ideast kings and 
sheiks would be awkward enough for the 
U.S. But if the Arab "revolutionaries" 
should wind up as the wave of the future, 
and sweep over the remaining "conservative" 
strongholds, the U.S. could wind up in the 
Mideast as the champion of Israel and little 
else, with the Soviets in the corner of those 
pledged to "Palestit?-e liberation'' oy force. 
The upshot could be a U.S.-Soviet col!lfron
tation on an issue neither wants to fight 
about. 

DREAD OF ttPOLARIZATION" 
Nobody is saying that things actually will 

turn out this way. But dread of the very 
"polarization" the Soviets now seem to be 
promoting~ with visible success, has been 
the major motivation of U.S. policy in the 
Mideast in recent years. The whole purpose 
has been to treat each country case-by-case 
and try to get along with all of them, rather 
than invite formal anti-Communist alliance 
only with ~endly, staunchly pro-Western 
Mideast states, · as was done in the Eisen
hower days. 

Against this backdrop the Faisal visit here 
takes on added significance, for its timing 
could scarcely have been less opportune. 
Quite by accident (the visit originally was 
planned for a year and a 'half ago) , the Saudi 
leader is arriving -at a moment when most of 
the nasty things that Mr. Nasser and the 
Soviets are saying about hiin have at least 
a Tlng of truth . 

He has jtl.St received a batch of U.S. 
ground-to-air Hawk missiles and British 
Lightning jets and shortly will have some 
1,500 U.S. and British technicians on nand 
to helJ> him handle this new weaponry. He 
is loudly propounding a new approach to 
"Islamic solidarity" which Mr. Nasser is as 
loudly dennuncing as an "imperialist" effort 
to (:Onstruct a new kind of anti-Communist 
Baghdad Pact. 
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And now, here is King Faisal in Washing

ton, asking for more specific assurances of 
U.S. support. By some accounts, the king 
wants the U.S. to cut further aid to the UAR 
until President Nasser takes his troops out of 
Yemen. A six-month, $55 million surplus 
food agreement with the UAR expires at the 
end of this month, though food shipments 
under its terms will stretch into the fall. 
Mr. Nasser urgently needs the food. He is 
heavily in debt to Russia for arms and is 
critically short of foreign exchange to buy 
foodstuffs elsewhere. What he would really 
like is another -long-term food deal similar to 
a three-year arrangement which the Johnson 
Administration refused to renew a year ago; 
the intent was to pressure Mr. Nasser into 
settling the Yemen conflict and adopting a 
generally less hostile attitude toward the U.S. 

The word is that the king also wants this 
country to define more precisely the circum
stances under which it would come to Saudi 
Arabia's aid in the event of a UAR attack. 

PROMISES COULD BE DANGEROUS 

U.S. officials are disinclined to meet either 
of these demands. For one thing, the Ken
nedy Administration committed the U.S. in 
1963 to help defend the Saudis against ag
gression. More precise promises could be · 
dangerous simply because the Saudis them
selves are involved in helping the Yemeni 
royalists and the fighting could be carried all 
too easily across the Saudi-Yemen frontier 
under circumstances that might make it diffi
cult to tell just who was at fault. 

But Mideast "polarization" is the major 
argument for caution, the policymakers con
tend. Too close U.S. alignment with Saudi 
Arabia would only advance the process, as, of 
course, would an abrupt cut-off of aid to the 
UAR. Yet President Johnson is in a box. 
King Faisal's pitch is bound to have powerful 
appeal in Congress, where sentiment is al
ready strong for cutting off foreign aid to all 
but the most worthy, pro-Western, anti
Communist recipients. 

The upshot is likely to be a . compromise 
when the Saudi king and the U.S. President 
wind up their conversations today. The U.S. 
commitment to Saudi defense will probably 
be reaffirmed, privately if not publicly. The 
knotty question of aid to Mr. Nasser will be 
left in limbo. It has no place in any public 
resume of the Johnson-Faisal huddling. Pri
vately, the king may be given some assur
ances that U.S. food aid to Mr. Nasser will be 
doled out on a month-to-month basis, if at 
all, after the present agreement runs out in 
an effort to continue the pressure on Mr. 
Nasser to adopt a more con cilia tory tack. 

But King Faisal may well be asked to 
pledge that the Saudis also will be a bit more 
concilatory in a fresh effort to solve the 
Yemen mess. Most officials here contend 
that King Faisal was as responsible as Mr. 
Nasser for the collapse of an agreement be
tween the two men last November which was 
supposed to lead to a settlement in the 
Yemen. One possible first step: An arrange
ment by which Saudi Arabia might cooperate 
in a new plan to provide surplus· U.S. food 
to both sides in the Yemen war. The hope 
is that such a move might not only help 
ease famine conditions in the Yemen but 
perhaps improve the atmosphere for a re
newed try at a political settlement. 

None of this, however, offers any guaran
tee of healing the Faisal-Nasser breach or of 
easing the wider "polarili(iation" threat in the 
Mideast. The Soviet hold on Mr. Nasser is 
strong. King Faisal, according to some who 
know him, may well believe 'that economic 
distress within the UAR, coupled with the 
strains of the Yemen campaign, may well 
bring Nasser down-and that this is a com
pelling argument for a continuing hard line. 

Meantime, the Soviets can be counted on 
to use their influence to fuel the wider inter
necine Arab strife. Whether this effort will 
match in scope the first big, postwar Russian 

drive in the Mideast, begun in 1954, is still 
impossible to say. "But I wouldn't sneer at 
a man who argued it was 'another 1954'," 
says one knowledgeable U.S. diplomat. "I'd 
listen intently." 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment 
the gentlemen from New York [Mr. 
FARBSTEIN and Mr. HALPERN]. for render
ing a fine public service and especially 
so our chairman, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MoRGAN], and the 
gentlewoman from Ohio [M;rs. BoLTON], 
who have accepted this amendment. I 
would like to point out that this amend
ment has been agreed to by both sides, 
and I urge that in the interest of time 
we move along and vote on it. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment and the 
amendment to the· amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have consistently 
urged that this House make perfectly 
clear our intent that there be no eco
nomic assistance or agricultural aid 
under the Public-Law 480 program and 
now the new food-for-freedom program 
to the United Arab Republic. 

Mr. Chairman, yesterday I spoke in 
favor of the pending bill, stressing the 
importance of foreign aid as an ally in 
a dynamic foreign policy and its role 
in assisting the developing nations to 
achieve economic independence and self
sustaining growth. · I feel strongly that 
the United States ha.::; an obligation to 
help relieve the economic and social 
problems of the developing world. At 
the same time, our economic assistance 
should not be abused, and the program 
must be administered in the interest of 
world peace and stability. Certainly our 
aid must not be allowed to subsidize 
aggression. 

I have repeatedly urged on the floor 
of this House that economic aid and 
Public Law 480 assistance not be granted 
to the United Arab Republic as long as 
she continues to threaten Israel and 
carry on aggression in the Middle East. 
Congress has written language into the 
foreign aid bill expressing this as the 
intent of Congress. 

The United Arab Republic, formerly 
Egypt, has been threatening Israel ever 
since that democracy gained its inde
pendence. The United Arab Republic 
has invaded Yemen and is currently 
carrying on aggressive action against 
that nation. More recently, Nasser has 
threatened invasion of Saudi Arabia. 

In 1963 the Foreign Assistance Act 
was amended to include section 620 
which provided that no assistance was to 
be provided to any country which the 
President finds is engaging in, or pre
paring for, aggressive military efforts di
rected against any country receiving as
sistance under the Foreign Assistance 
Act or any other act. 

It is clear from the report, the debate 
in 1963, and debates in later years on 
the floor that this so-called aggressor 
nation clause was directed against the 
United Arab Republic. 

ln addition, in 1964, Public Law 480 
was amended to provide that no sales 
shall be made to any country if the 

President finds such country is "an 
aggressor in a military sense against any 
country having diplomatic relations with 
the United States." Again the clear in
tent of the Congress was to deny aid to 
the-United Arab Republic. 

When the State Department failed to 
implement that intent, we again 
amended Public Law 480 in 1965 to make 
the prohibition even more specific. It 
read: 

No sale under title I of this act shall be 
made to the United Arab Republic unless 
the President determines that such sale is 
essential to the national interest of the 
United States. 

Only last month, on June 9, the· House 
adopted my amendment to the new food
for-freedom bill to prevent food sales 
to the United Arab Republic unless the 
President determines such sales to be 
in the national interest. 

Mr. Chairman, in the face of the ex
pressed will of the Congress, the United 
Arab Republic has continued to receive 
economic assistance and agricultural 
commodities under Public Law 480. 
Time and again, the State Department 
has flaunted congressional intent. 

Under the pending Foreign Assistance 
Act Amendments economic assistance 
will be continued for fiscal year 1967 and 
fiscal year 1968. 

Nevertheless, the committee's report 
expresses the view that: 

Economic assistance should be withheld 
from countries which persist in policies of 
belligerence and in preparation for their 
execution. 

This is certainly correct. This lan
guage is aimed at Egypt, but the bill itself 
does not mention that country. This 
must be spelled out. Therefore, I sup-. 
port the amendment and the amendment 
to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is ludicrous for this 
Nation to allow itself to pay for both sides 
of an armed conflict. We should rather 
use our aid in an effort to end these con
flicts. The most direct way of doing 
this is to keep American aid from those 
nations which maintain aggressive poli
cies. 

The pending bill also includes a pro
vision which prohibits aid to nations 
which officially participate in interna
tional conferences called to plan activi
ties involving insurrection or subversion 
against the United States or against 
countries receiving United States assist
ance. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the President 
and the Department of State to heed the 
will of Congress on this issue. 

The past intent of Congress is uneql.}iv
ocal, but it has been frustrated by the 
administration. Despite the obvious 
fact that the United Arab Republic 
has carried on, is carrying on, and plans 
to continue to carry on aggression 
against her neighbors, especially the 
State of Israel, the State Department has 
continued to send aid to that nation. 
The State Department is not unaware of 
what is happening in the Middle East. 
It has deliberately ignored the Congress 
in its decisions on Egyptian aid. 

Mr. Chairman, we all remember Nas
ser's statement that the United States 
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could take its aid and go "jump in a 
lake.', One would think the message 
was clear enough. 

Here is a breakdown of the aid that 
has gone to Egypt through fiscal year 
1965: 

<Jrants --------------------
Loans ----------------------
Surplus foods -------------
Eximbank loans -----------
Other -----------~----------

$68,100,000 
103,-200, 000 
850,700,000 

47,800,000 
11,100.000 

Total __________________ 1,080,900,000 

Mr. Chairman, it is time to end aid to 
the United Arab Republic. In the past, 
our assistance has permitted that na
tion to divert its economy to the produc
tion of eotton which has been bartered 
to Soviet Russia in return for arms
which have then been used for armed 
attacks in the Near East. This cycle 
must be halted. 

Last month we did begin to halt the 
process. The House on June 9 voted to 
adopt my alllendment to curb food sales 
to the United Arab Republic as a part of 
the new food-for-freedom program. At 
that time I llaid that neither our surplus 
food program ll0r our economic aid pro
gram "should be used to subsidize ag.:.. 
gression by nations which receive our 
aid." The House concurred, and started 
to close the ring on Nasser. Let us 
tighten it today with adoption 'Of the 
pending amendments. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr4 Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RYAN. I.am hapy to yield to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. WoLFF]. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman l rise in 
support of the amendments proposed by 
my colleagues whieh would cut off all aid 
.to the United Arab Republic unless the 
President determined that it was in the 
interest of our national security to do 
otherwise. 

There should be little doubt in any
one's mind that the United Arab Re
public is the g!'eatest threat to peace in 
the Middle East~ In his quest to become 
the leader of the entire Arab world .. 
Nasser has taken up arms against several 
of his peace-loving neighbors. Because 
of Nasser's ambitions, Uttle Israel has 
had to -constantly be on the alert against 
attack. He haB placed 60,000 of his 
troops in Yemen, a small nation in which 
a civil war only exists because of Nasser. 
Nasser s.upparted the Communist in
spired "Stanleyville" rebels ln the Congo. 
Also, there are indications that Nasser 
is training troops to tight with the Viet
cong in South Vietnam. 

I can think of no reason at all for aid
ing Nasser: He is a merciless dictator. 
He 'has proven himself over the years to 
be a vile opportunist who has no love for 
America or what we stand ior. He has 
consistently taken our aid especially food 
intended for his hungry peop1e and re
sold it for arms with whic11 to aJttack 
his neighbors. He has -employed West 
German scientists in an attempt te de
velop even more deadly weapons ihan 
those which the Russians have so gra
ciously provided him. He has instigated 
revolutions in many of the nations .sur
rounding him-fortunately with 1ittle 
success. He is hated by most; loved by 

few-certainly he is not any sort of ally 
of the United States. 

It is dimcult to conceive by any stretch 
of the imagination how aid to such a man 
will be in the national interest of the 
United States. By his past perfonnance 
we all know that all further aid will get 
us is niore denunciations, more burned 
libraries, and more agression. There
fore, I enthusiastically back the amend
ments offer-ed by my colleagues to amend 
this year's Foreign Assistance Act. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
KREBS]. 

Mr. KREBS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment and the 
amendment to the amendment, and to 
compliment both the gentlemen from 
New York [Mr. FARBSTEIN and Mr. HAL
PERN] for presenting them to this body. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman; I yield to 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
JOELSON]. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I also 
rise in support of the amendment and 
the amendment to the amendment. I 
have never voted for any amendment to 
tie the hands of the President in the con
duct of foreign policy, and I believe this 
amendment will not tie his hands but in 
effect will strengthen his hands in deal
ing with the UAR, because the UAR will 
know that we will insist upon their re
fraining from aggression. 
. Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SCHEUER]. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment and the 
amendment to the amendment. 

I support the measures to ~liminate 
the pr{)vision in the foreign aid bill pro
viding several million dollars in aid to 
Nasser's United Arab Republic. 

I voted against this aid because his
tory shows that any aid of any kind, no 
matter how benificent the project, to a 
state bent on military <8,ggression 
strengthens the wannaking power of 
th81t state. It releases, for military use, 
resources which would otherwise have 
been spent for peaceful purposes. 

The facts -amply demonstrate that 
Nasser's present policy is generating 
throughout the Near East anned con
flict, a wastage -of manpower and mate
rial resources desperately needed in do
mestic -development of all the Mid
eastern nations, and threatens general 
conflagration in the entire region. 

Nasser's record of aggression is clear 
and unmistakable. 

He has been involved militarily in the 
Internal struggles for control of Yemen. 

He is promoting the United Arab Mili
tary Command which results in chan
neling our .aid and Arab internal re
sources into a destructive and ever
escalating Middle East arms race. 

He is forcing nations like Jordan, Sau
di Arabia, and Lebanon to add to their 
weapons stockpiles, and forgo urgently 
needed internal development programs. 

He entered into extensive new com
mitments with the Soviet Union during 
his recent visit to Moscow, to purchftse 
ultramodern Soviet arms, jet bombers, 
tanks, and SAM missiles, which will fur
ther escalate the Near East arms race. 

He stated four times in 1965, and again 
this year, that war with Israel is inevi
table. 

He has attacked our policies in Viet
n.am. 

He encourages Arab refugees to be
lieve that they will destroy Israel and he 
arms them. 

He harasses our British allies in Aden. 
He still bars Israeli shipping from the 

Suez Canal. 
I do not believe we should vote funds 

to nations which, like the United Arab 
Republic, are engaged or threatening to 
engage in armed aggression. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from New York .[Mr. KuP
FERMAN]. 

Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendment to the 
amendment of the gentleman from New 
York IMr. HALPERN]. I support both 
the amendment and the addition. 

The minority views to the report
House Report No. 1651-of the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs on H.R. 15750, the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1966, at page 
66 states as follows: 

In December 1964, President Nasser of the 
United Arab Republic told the United States 
to "jump in the lake" because U.S. Ofiicials 
expressed irritation over the burning of the 
U.S. Embassy library in Cairo. The United 
Arab Republic has been the recipient of $1,-
080,700,000 of economic assistance, most of 
it since 1960 . 

It is shocking to me that the aggres
sive actions of the United Arab Republic 
against its neighbors, such as Israel, that 
great bastion of democracy in the Middle 
East, and against the United States it
self, should bring forth largesse. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
tne gentleman from California [Mr. 
REES]. ' 

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, I rtse in 
support of the amendment and the 
amendment to the amendment. 

I 1lrmly believe that economic assist
ance should be withheld from countries 
which persist in policies of belliger.ence 
and in preparation for their execution. 

The proposed amendment to the foT
eign a1d bill will make the policy of Con
gress clear concerning the bellicose atti
tude of General Nasser and the United 
Arab Republic toward the establishment 
of peace and stabillity in the ·Middle Eas.t. 

The intent of the amendment proposed 
by the gentlemen fTom New York , [Mr. 
FARBSTEIN and Mr. HALPERN] is clear to 
a11 of ,us: 

.No assistance .shall be furnished under this 
act to the United Arab Republic unless the 
Pl:esld.ent finds and reports within 3"0 days of 
such findings to the President of the Senate 
and the Speaker of the House that such 
assistance is essential to the national interest 
of the United States, and further that such 
assistance will neither directly or indirectly 
assist in aggressive. actions by the United 
Arab Republlc. 

Our foreign ald program should be for 
those countries believing in peace-those 
which are concerned with the peaceful 
development of their economies. 

Unfortunately the more than $1 bil
lion of aid we have given the United Arab 
Republic since the commencement of our 
aid program has done little to promote 
the peaceful intentions of this country. 



July 14, 1966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 15739 
Today the United Arab Republic has over 
60,000 troops in the country of Yemen ac
tually engaging in a civil war, while re
fusing to1 deal with the situation in a 
peaceful manner. The United Arab Re
public has continually goaded the Arab 
extremists to war against the State of 
Israel and has led the escalation of the 
Middle East arms race. The United Arab 
Republic has for 18 years done every
thing possible to prevent a reasonable 
solution to the sad plight of the Arab 
refugees. 

I am afraid that much of the impact of 
our aid these past years has been to free 
United Arab Republic funds f.Or the pur
chase of more and more Soviet arms. 

Mr. Chairman, only last month the 
House adopted an amendment to the 
food-for-freedom bill to prevent food 
sales to the United Arab Republic unless 
the President determines that such sales 
are in the national interest. The amend
ment to the foreign aid bill now before 
us will be consistent with the House's 
previous action. 

In conclusion, may I say that our 
policy should not only affect the aggres
sive actions of Nasser and the United 
Arab Republic, but all nations receiving 
aid who would use this aid in perpetrat
ing militant acts against their neighbors. 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RYAN. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, I want 

to express my appreciation and my en
thusiasm for the support which has come 
from both sides of the aisle for my 
amendment. At the same time, Mr. 
Chairman, since I did not have the op
portunity to finish my comments and 
some further observations based on to
day's colloquy, I ask unanimous consent 
to revise and extend my additional 
remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 

the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
O'HARA]. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Thank you 
for yieldirig. 

Some years ago I assured my colleague 
on the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FARB
STEIN], that I had enlisted in this war for 
the duration. I am still in the thick of 
the battle. I am for the amendment. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman 
will the gentleman yield? ' 

Mr. RYAN. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, I 

am afraid we might overkill this amend
ment, and I suggest we vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment to' the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. HALPERN]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment as amended offered by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
FARBSTEINJ. 

The amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DERWINSKI 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DERWINSKI: On 

Page 17, line 24, strike out "the President 
determines". 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
have listened with great interest to the 
debate and the comments over the 
amendment and the amendment to the 
amendment we have just adopted, and I 
would like to point out to the Members 
of the House very early in that discussion 
the chairman, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. MoRGAN], pointed out he 
did not feel the amendment should pro
duce as much energy as the Members 
were putting into it since it was not being 
applied to the necessary part of the prob
lem, which was the sale of foodstuffs to 
the United Arab Republic. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment applies 
to that section, the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954, 
which is the area about which the chair
man was concerned. 

Now, secondly, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to point out to the Members of the 
Committee of the Whole House on' the 
State of the Union that I am not trying 
to cut anything from the bill. This is 
not a dollar-cutting amendment. This is 
a progressive amendment, to block a 
loophole that exists in the present law. 

Mr. Chairman, if the Members of the 
Committee w111 commence reading at 
page 17, all I do is delete the phrase, "the 
President determines,'' and then the lan
guage goes on to apply to nations pre
paring for aggressive military efforts, or 
participating in activities involving in
surrection or subversion, etc., directed 
against the United States, any country 
receiving assistance under this act, or 
any country to which sales are made 
under the Agricultural Trade Develop
ment and Assistance Act of 1954. 

However, Mr. Chairman, I leave in the 
act the next line which states: "until the 
President determines that such military 
efforts or preparations have ceased." 

Mr. Chairm-an, under the language 
contained in the bill the problem that 
will develop, unless my amendment is 
adopted, is that you will force the Presi
dent to pick up this hot potato with ref
erence to any nation-for example the 
United Arab Republic-which is carry
ing on an aggression. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose, then, of 
my amendment is to remove the Presi
dent from the immediate "hotbox" of 
having to determine that these military 
efforts are being directed against the 
United States or countries specified un
der this section of the act. 

Mr. Chairman, what we should do is 
put the burden on the aggressor coun
try, the country causing the problem in 
any particular case. 

Mr. Chairman, again, I emphasize that 
my amendment is aimed at the United 
Arab Republic. 

Mr. Chairman, the President, through 
the State Department, could turn to 
them and say, "The law that the Con
gress passed requires me to suspend this 
aid." Therefore, it is not the President 
who has this problem. The Congress has 

made the decision. The President can 
say that the Congress has given him the 
flexibility to determine that such military 
efforts or preparations have ceased, and 
"your money can_ then be restored to 
coverage under this program." 

So, Mr. Chairman, I believe my amend
ment is perfectly compatible with that 
idea and with that I urge the adoption 
of the amendment. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strilte the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we adopt 
the gentleman's amendment and take out 
the words, "the President determines," 
who is going to make that determination? 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, through .this 
process we would make the amendment 
meaningless. I know that this amend
ment was presented by the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. SELDEN] who is the 
chairman of the Latin American Sub
committee and I know the gentleman 
gave it a great deal of thought and very 
careful consideration. I am concerned 
that we may be making the amendment 
meaningless by removing the words "the 
President determines." 

Mr. DERWINSKI. If the chairman 
will continue to read the language of the 
bill, in line 10, page 18, there is another 
Presidential determination, but that is on 
the basis of the President determining 
that the military effort and preparations 
have ceased. 

What I envision is rather than the 
President having to turn to any aggres
sor country saying, "I have determined 
that you are an aggressor, and therefore 
I am terminating the aid you are receiv
ing under this program," we create the 
situation where they must convince the 
President that they have ceased their 
preparations and their efforts. 

This would help the President, since it 
does not put the immediate and direct 
burden upon him. It makes the cutoff 
automatic, and then they must prove lack 
of aggression to the President. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr·. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, while the gentleman 
certainly is trying to make a meaningful 
contribution to this dialog and to this 
bill, he states that he is removing a loop
hole but at the same time he is creating 
a crater. 

One of the problems is that if you re
move this determination then who shall 
make the determination? Who shall set 
the guidelines? This Presidential deter
mination is a very tricky area. I think 
the Congress has considered this many 
times when it included the language that 
pTesently exists in section 620(i) of the 
bill as enacted. 

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, and 
so that we do not undermine the amend
ment that has just been adopted as of
fered by the gentlemen from New York 
[Mr. FARBSTEIN and Mr. HALPERN], and in 
view of other prohibitions that exist, I 
urge that the Committee vote this down. 

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Chairman, since 

the amendment of the gentleman of Illi
nois [Mr. DERWINSKI] refers to a section 
of the bill that is the result of an amend
ment offered by me and adopted by the 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
perhaps it will be of value to the Members 
to point out the purpose of this partic
ular section. 

Section 620 (i) of the Foreign Assist
ance Act as presently constituted, pro
hibits assistance under this or any other 
act, including sales under the Agricul
tural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act of 1954, to any countries which the 
President determines is engaging in or 
preparing for aggressive military efforts 
directed against the United States or 
against any countries receiving assist
ance from the United States. The addi
tion to this section, included in the 
legislation now before the House, extends 
that prohibition to include countries offi
cially participating in any international 
conference planning activities involving 
insurrection or subversion directed 
against the United States or any nation 
receiving U.S. assistance. 

This addition to section 620 (i) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act evolved from 
concern which I felt regarding the com
position of the delegations attending the 
Tri-Continental Conference hosted by 
Castro in Havana in January. The Tri
Continental Conference blatantly out
lined the new Communist concept of 
"simultaneous wars" to be waged by sev
eral armed "national liberation forces" 
at the same time. 

The Conference established a Solidar
ity Organization of African, Asian, and 
Latin American Peoples, which in turn 
established a Committee on Assistance 
and Aid to Movements for National 
Liberation-to be located in Havana
and a Permanent Executive Secretariat 
of the Solidarity Organization to coordi
nate armed insurgencies on the three 
continents, also to be established in Cuba. 
The second Tri-Continental Conference 
is scheduled for Cairo in 1968. 

· As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Inter-American Affairs, I h,ave been par
ticularly concerned with the serious im
plications these developme;nts have for 
the peace and security of the hemisphere. 
The Organization of American States ex
pressed its alarm regarding the aggres
sive intentions of the Tri-Continental 
Conference in a resolution of condemna
tion approved February 2 by a vote of 
18-0 with only Mexico and Chile abstain
ing. 

The Subcommittee on Inter-American 
Affairs held hearings last February on 
the Havana Conference, and it w.as 
learned that delegates from some 82 
countries participated in it. During 
these hearings it was brought out th,at 
some of the delegates attending the Con
ference, while techniaclly not official 
representatives of their governments, in 
a number of cases were there with the 
official approval of those governments. 
In several instances, the delegates were 
even members of the cabinet or of the 
foreign service of countries receiving for
eign .aid from the United States. 

It seemed to me deeply ironic that the 
United States should be providing assist-

ance to countries whose officials engage 
in plotting the kind of subversion and in
surgency which would render impotent 
the long-range economic and social prog
ress that are the goals of U.S. foreign 
assistance. 

During the hearings on the Foreign 
Assistance Act, officials of the Depart
ment of State indicated that it · was 
doubtful that present legislation would 
apply to such conferences. My amend
ment is designed to extend the provisions 
of the Foreign Assistance Act to cover 
such circumstances; in short, to discour
age such nefarious activities on the 
part of officials of supposedly friendly 
nations. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. DERWINSKI]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. THOMSON OF 

WISCONSIN 

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered . by Mr. THoMsoN of 

Wisconsin: On page 18, immediately after 
line 15, insert the following: 

"(2) Subsection (k) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"'(k) Without the express approval of 
Congress, no assistance shall be furnished 
under this Act to any country for construc
tion of any productive enterprise, or for 
carrying out any program, with respect to 
which the aggregate value of assistance to be 
furnished by the United States will exceed 
$100,000,000. No provision of this or any 
other Act shall be construed to authorize 

·.the President to waive the provisions of this 
subsection.'" 

And renumber the following paragraphs 
accordingly. 

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, this amendment proposes to 
reenact in this law a provision which 
was first made a part of the law in 1963. 

The Committee on Foreign Affairs will 
remember, and probably this Committee 
will remember, that the aid program was 
intending in those days to erect a steel 
mill in India at a cost of about $500 mil
lion. After considerable study in the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs it was de
termined that some limitation should be 
placed on the administrative agency as 
to the amount that they could spend 
without the prior approval of the Con
gress. 

This provision was in the 1963 act, and 
in the 1964 act. It expired in Septem
ber of 1965. But I think it is more essen
tial than ever, although there is no Bo
karo Steel Mill on the horizon. The bill 
we are now considering, is a 2-year au
thorization bill. The committee will not 
have an opportunity for 2 years to re
view the proposals that are being made 
by the administrative agency, and it is 
conceivable that they have some dreams 
about some expensive projects which 
should be the subject of congressional 
review and approval before a vast 
amount of money, such as was the case 
in the Bokaro Steel Mill proposal, is 
made available, or a commitment is 
made which might even to a degree be 
felt to bind the Congress. 

I think this bill should have this pro
vision reenacted so that we retain some 

· degree of congressional control over 
sums of money in excess of $100 million. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsi:r\. I yield 
to the chairman. 

Mr. MORGAN. Can the gentleman 
give the House the assurance that this 
is the same language which was in the 
1963 and 1964 act? 

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. Yes; 
this was drafted by the staff, with the 
help, I believe, of others who advise me 
it is the identical language which was in 
the 1963 and 1964 acts. 

Mr. MORGAN. I remember that that 
language was sponsored at that time by 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BRooMFIELD] and was particularly in
tended to apply to the construction of 
the steel mill in India. If this is just an 
additional section having the same effect 
as the provision of the 1964 and 1965 acts, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania has no 
objection to the gentleman's amend
ment. 

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. I can 
give the chairman the assurance of the 
staff who drafted this amendment that 
this is identical with the language that 
was contained in the 1963 and 1964 acts, 
and I believe it would be a fine addition 
to this proposal that is to run for a period 
of 2 years. It would retain in the Con
gress some control over these sums of 
money. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. I yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. ADAIR. It is my unders-tanding 
that similar language is in the bill re
ported out in the other body, and we on 
this side would be delighted to accept the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Wisconsin. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RUMSFELD 

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. RUMSFELD: On 

page 15, immediately after line 21, insert the 
following: ' 

"(3) In subsection (b), strike out "and" 
at the end of paragraph (6), as so redesig
nated by paragraph (2) of this subsection; 
strike out the period at the end of para
graph (7), as so redesignated by paragraph 
( 2) of this subsection, and insert in lieu 
thereof a semicolon; and at the end thereof 
add the following new paragraph: 

"'(8) utilize the services of United States 
private enterprise on a cost plus incentive fee 
contract basis to provide the necessary skills 
to develop and operate a specific project or 
program of assistance in a less developed 
friendly country or area in any case in which 
direct private investmep.t is not readily en
couraged, and provide for the, transfer of 
equity ownership in such project or program 
to private investors at the earliest feasible 
time.'" 

And renumber the following paragraph 
accor(lingly. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Illinois is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is to section 601(b) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act. This entire sec-



July 14, 1966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 15741 
tiori deals With 'the encouragement of 
free enterprise and private participation 
in our overall aid · effort and contains 
various recommendations of specific tools 
to do the job. 

My amendment would add to these 
tools the utilization of cost-plus-incen
tive-fee contracts with U.S. private firms 
to develop and operate specific programs 
of development in emerging nations. 
Personally, I would prefer tax advan
tages to organizations undertaking such 
activities, but such a proposal would not 
be germane to this bill. However, under 
such contracts, provision would specifi
cally be made for a transfer of owner
ship to private investors at the earliest 
feasible time, as well as transfer of man
agement to citizens of the host nation. 

The advantages of this approach are 
clear. Existing programs of encourage
ment for private enterprise are not ade
quate. The investment guarantee pro
gram, it has been argued by many, helps 
only 1n marginal situations where the 
business firm already has an interest in 
making an investment, but is concerned 
about the risk of the venture. In some 
situations, the investment would un
doubtedly be m~de even without the 
benefit of the guarantee. 

Often, programs of assistance have 
been vulnerable to criticism because of 
mismanagement or inefficiency. This is 
to be expected when governments try to 
run business enterprises in areas where 
they have no knowledge or experience. 
Jose de Cubas, president of the Westing
house Electric International Co., has 
advocated such Governm.ent-business 
partnerships as those authorized in this 
amendment because "the element of risk 
could be held to a minimum while the 
efficiency of individual corporate ef
forts-and the competitiveness of group 
efforts--could be maximized." 

Through the use of a cost-plus-incen
tive fee contract system, AID could 
identify projects of merit, for example 
a fertilizer plant or food processing busi
ness activity, and bring them to the at
tention of business firms with compe
tence in the area, offer to help finance 
the venture and get the job done even 
though under normal criteria investment 
would not be warranted, due to risk 
or the difficulty of access. Once the plant 
or project became operable, early trans
fer of the equity interest could be plan
ned. The training Of local personnel 
who would be trained to run the busin~ss 
should be structured into the program 
at an early date. 

Mr. Chairman, this concept has re
ceived the endorsement of the National 
Citizens Commission Committee on 
Technical Cooperation and Investment, 
which reported to the White House Con
ference on International Cooperation 
last December. Its recommendation No. 
28 appears in the June 1966, report of 
Congressman FASCELL to the House on 
page 43. This approach has also been 
recommended by the Advisory Commit
tee on Private Enterprise in Foreign Aid, 
in their report of July 1965,. appearing 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of July 13, 
1966, page 15430. Some representatives 
of AID contend that AID may now have 
the authority to make this:kind of a con-

tractual arrangement. Others seem to 
disagree. The fact of the matter is that 
AID is not now · making use of this 
potentially valuable tool of development, 
as I believe it should. 

It is e1e purpose of my amendment 
to provide congressional support for the 
use of the incentive contract as one 
method of bringing the enormous re
sources of U.S. private technology and 
management to bear on the problems of 
development. 

This is what the United States has to 
offer-management skills, technical 
knowledge, and the private market sys
tem. And this capability exists in pri
vate enterprise-not in the U.S. AID 
Agency. Let us work from our strength. 

I hope that the distinguished chair
man and the able ranking minority 
member of the committee will accept 
this amendment. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RUMSFELD. I yield to the Chair-
man of the committee. . 

Mr. MORGAN. I have discussed this 
amendment with the gentleman from Il
linois, and he has assured me that this 
is not compulsory. As long as there is 
flexibility in it for the Agency, it is ac
ceptable to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania. 

Mr. RUMSFELD. I thank the Chair
man. Indeed, it is my intention that it 
be perm'issive and not mandatory, and 
that it simply be one of the tools ~vail
able for AID to use, which they are not 
now using and which I would like to see 
them use. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RUMSFELD. I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. ADAIR. I have also had an op
portunity to read and study this amend
ment. I have discussed it with the mem
bers on this side. I am quite willing to 
accept it. 

Mr. RUMSFELD. I thank the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RUMSFELD. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of the gentleman 
from Illinois' amendment. and also to 
commend him for introducing this 
amendment. 

The content of the amendment and 
his remarks are in keeping with com
ments I have made since my arrival in 
Congress whenever legislation relating 
to foreign aid is presented or being dis
cussed. With consistency, I have stressed 
the overwhelming need for more involve
ment and commitment on the part of the 
private sector and a lesser emphasis in 
the public sector in the economic assist
ance categories of our foreign assistance 
programs. 

I am pleased to observe the many im
provements in the bill that recognize this 
concept--the trend toward loans and 
away from grants-the firm restriction 
against providing aid to Communist 
countries such ·as Cuba-the investment 
guarantee as provided in title III-the 
section admonishing the President to en-

courage the recipient country to improve 
it:; climate for private investment as a 
necessary element in economic develop
ment and the establishment of an Inter.
national Private Investment Advisory 
Council on Foreign Aid. 

These are all tremendous improve
ments and make it very tempting for me 
to want to vote for the bill. However, 
with the rapidly changing international 
situation, I cannot-go along with the 2-
year authorization proposed removing 
the annual review by the Congress. 

Many of my friends in the Congres·s 
and some of my constituents who have 
visited Vietnam have advised me of the 
improper administration and misman
agement of the AID programs. Senator 
GRIFFIN of Michigan gave a very reveal
ing report of the problems on his re
turn from Vietnam. There are many 
similar reports from other sections of 
the world. Too often, we have been 
propping up corrupt governments in 
countries with the people for whom the 
aid was intended actually turning against 
Americans because they feel we are in 
cahoots with these corrupt leaders. In
donesia and Sukarno has been the most 
glaring example. When we got tough 
and cut off aid, the people in th.: coun
try took the initiative and deposed this 
political leader in what has proven to 
be one of the greatest victories over 
communism of our time. The climate 
for private investment, I am told, is im
proving daily. 

With the amount of money available 
in the pipeline, I am convinced the ac
ceptable parts of the program can con
tinue without ·being jeopardized, thereby 
permitting a substantial decrease in the 
required monetary authorization. · 

The heavy drain on our gold reserves 
caused by this program is very evident 
to anyone familiar with the problem. 
This situation becomes more serious with 
each passing day. As many of the Mem
bers know I have always been an advo
cate of the "more trade-less aid" phi
losophy. Careful review of private in
vestment internationally will reveal a 
favorable impact on our balance of pay
ments where the public sector commit
ments represent the major drain or 
deficit factor on our gold reserves. This 
must be checked and reversed if we are 
to maintain our competitive position in 
the field of international trade. That 
is the principal reason for my raising 
these objections today calling for a more 
frugal commitment of funds, hopefully 
to establish a foreign assistance program 
that will be mutually beneficial to the 
people of the recipient country and to 
the people of the United States. As I 
said before, we are moving in the right 
direction but we have not gone far 
enough, fast enough. Therefore, I will 
vote for the motion to recommit the 
bill with the purpose of cutting the au
thorization from 2 years to 1 year, thus 
permitting an annual congressional re
view. We cannot abdicate our responsi
bility. We, as representatives of our 
people, owe this review and reporting to 
our constituents-the American tax
payer. It is their money we are 
spending. 
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. RUMSFELD. I yield to the gen
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I note with interest the 
mellowness of the chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. I think here
after I shall wait until the end of the 
day to offer my amendments in the hope 
that they will be accepted. 

Mr. RUMSFELD. I thank the gentle
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. RUMSFELDl. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, ever since the Castro 

regime seized power in Cuba, I have en
deavored with every means at my dis
posal to bring to bear increasing eco
nomic pressure on that regime. 

Over the years, we in the Congress have 
enacted numerous measures to withhold 
assistance to Cuba, to restrict the avail
ability of free world shipping to the is-
1and and to limit the categories of goods 
that may be available to the Castro 
regime. 

As a member of the Committee on For
eign Affairs I have sponsored and sup
ported various initiatives within the 
Congress of the United States, designed 
to achieve these objectives. 

In 1961, for example, we enacted the 
basic provision of section 620 (a) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act, denying aid to 
the present Government of Cuba. 

In 1962, we extended section 620(a) to 
prohibit assistance to countries aiding 
the Castro regime. We also authorized 
the imposition of an embargo on trade 
between the United States and Cuba
a very effective and far-reaching move 
which I was happy to cosponsor in the 
House. 

In 1963, we went a step further. We 
placed a prohibition on the importation 
of Cuban sugar into the United States. 
We also extended the policy of economic 
denial by enacting far-reaching provi
sions designed to inhibit the availability 
of free world shipping to Cuba. 

That same year I offered an amend
ment which was approved by the House 
of Representatives to forbid the use of 
our contributions to international orga
nizations for the provision of technical 
assistance to the Castro regime. 

In 1964, we incorporated the shipping 
provisions in the Foreign Assistance Ap
propriations Act. 

In 1965, together with a number of my 
colleagues I initiated efforts to have the 
U.S. Delegation to the Intergovernmental 
Maritime Consultative Organization op
pose Cuba's attempts to gain admission 
to that organization. 

This year we continued our efforts 
with a two-pronged attack. 

First, I offered an amendment em
bodied in section 107(b) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1966, calling on the 
President to assure that no part of our 
contribution to the United Nations de
velopment program may be used for 
projects of technical assistance to Cuba 
while Cuba is governed by the Castro 
regime; and secondly, I offered a second 

amendment, embodied in section 301(e)" 
(3), prohibiting assistance to certain 
countries-including Cuba--which fail 
to take appropriate steps to prevent ships 
or aircraft under their registry from 
transporting equipment, materials or 
commodities to or from North Vietnam. 

Each of the steps which I have just 
described, together with efforts which we 
have exerted in other areas, was de
signed: 

To isolate the Communist pariah of the 
Western Hemisphere from normal eco
nomic intercourse with the nations of the 
free world; 

To demonstrate to the peoples of the 
American Republics that communism has 
no future in this hemisphere; 

To make clear to the people of Cuba, 
including thbse who are a part of Castro's 
present power structure, that the Cuban 
Castro regime cannot serve their in
terests; 

To reduce the will and the capability 
of the Castro clique to export subversion 
and violence to other American states; 
and, 

To increase the cost to the Soviet 
Union of maintaining a Communist out
post in the Western Hemisphere. 

This progressive application of eco
nomic pressure, combined with our other 
activities, has been effective. It has con
tributed to the increasing disorganization 
and bankruptcy of the Communist sys
tem imposed on that island. 

Mr. Chairman, we must continue in 
these efforts. I urge that the House over
whelmingly adopt the two amendments 
to the Foreign Assistance Act of 1966 
which I have just described, adding an
other brick to the wall of economic isola
tion and pressure which must in time 
bring down the Castro regime. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill to amend fur
ther the foreign assistance act of 1961 
pending action by the other body con
tains a chapter which provides assist
ance for population control. 

These amendments to the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1966 pending in the other 
body set a dangerous precedent since 
they authorize specifically birth control 
action programs under foreign aid with
out setting out very necessary safe
guards. 

At present the Agency for Interna
tional Development is financing pro
grams of family planning abroad · 
through section 211 of the Foreign As
sistance Act. 

Nowhere in the legislative history of 
the foreign assistance act is birth con
trol mentioned or provided for. 

I have, therefore, branded the present 
AID programs of birth control as "il
legal," and have protested their con
tinued operation. 

Apparently because my arguments are 
well founded, certain Members of the 
other body who favor birth control in
troduced two amendments providing for 
programs during Foreign Relations Com
mittee consideration of the bill. They 
were adopted and are part of the bill 
which will be presented to the other 
body. 

While the amendments would have the 
effect of giving congressional authority 
to the present birth control programs 
under AID, it would make the problem 
worse by not providing the necessary 
congressional safeguards. 

They would in effect give the executive 
branch a blank check to doing anything 
it pleased in this area with foreign aid 
money. 

It could finance programs of steriliza
tion and abortion-which would be re
pugnant to the moral beliefs of the great 
majority of the American people. 

This is not a remote possibility. Right 
now in India that Government is pay
ing men to be sterilized-about $10 to 
$2.0. Further the Indian · Health Min
ister is on record as having said that only 
abortion would solve India's population 
problems. . 

The pro,·1sions would allow U.S. funds 
to be used to bribe men to have them
selves sterilized. It would permit our aid 
money to pay for the murder of children 
yet unborn. 

Can we in Congress, in conscience, give 
this power to the executive branch? 
Should not so delicate and sensitive a 
subject be left in the hands of the elected 
representatives of the PeoPle? 

I am not saying that the executive 
branch will pegin widespread support of 
abortion clinics. In fact, current de
partmental regulations would not allow 
it. 

But such rules can be changed
without Congress or the public being 
aware that they have been changed. 

Further, there are powerful lobbies at 
work right now in our country seeking 
to have abortion and sterilization ac
cepted in Federal programs as legitimate 
ways of limiting population growth. 

The American people will not accept 
such a socially destructive solution to 
population growth. But we must not 
discount the possibility that some public 
officials-under pressures from Malthus
ian groups-might without fanfare put 
the United States firmly behind abortion 
and sterilization abroad. 

For example, the Washington Post of 
Sunday, March 13, carried a news item 
about a scientist who proposes a search 
for two chemicals, the first to sterilize 
the entire population of a country and 
a second to reverse the process and allow 
a couple which had Government permis
sion to have a baby. 

The news story quoted Dr. Alan Gutt
macher, president of the Planned Par.;. 
enthood-World Population as saying 
that he had a gloomy foreboding that 
such a plan might be necessary for some 
emerging nations which have growing 
populations. 

Clearly U.S. support for such a pro
gram would be possible, without con':" 
gressional approval, under the proposed 
Senate amendments. 

No such provisions were offered or 
considered by the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee or this committee. I urge, there
fore, that the House conferees, when they 
meet with the conferees of the other 
body to strongly oppose the Senate pro- · 
visions. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 



July 14, 1966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 15743 
Mr. Chairman, sectiQn 301(e) (3) of North Vietnam. Although there has 

this bill amends section 620 (n) of the been a sharp decrease in shipping by 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 as amend- free world countries to North Vietnam, 
ed. Section 620(n) relates to the pro- I still do not believe that the United 
hibition against furnishing assistance to States should continue to furnish assist
countries which permit ships under its ance in any form to any country actively 
registry to carry cargo to North Viet- assisting North Vietnam by permitting 
nam. their ships to transport supplies and 

I offered the original amendment in materials. It was for this reason that I 
committee in 1965 which placed this pro- offered the amendment which removed 
hibition in the Foreign Assistance Act. the discretionary power of the President 
The original language of my amendment to terminate assistance to countries trad
as accepted by the committee and finally ing with North Vietnam. 
by the House required that aid be cut off The Clerk read as follows: 
to thOSe COUntrieS Which had failed tO CHAPTER 2- ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
take appropriate steps within 60 days to SEc. 302. Chapter 2 of part III of the For-
prevent ships or aircraft under its reg~s- eign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, 
try from transporting equipment, ma~ which relates to administrative provisions, is 
terials or commodities to or from North amended as follows: 
Vietnam. I felt at that time that the 60 (a) Section 624(d). which relates to the 
days was a sufficient time in which to Inspector General, Foreign Assistance, is 
warn these free world countries that they amended by adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph: 
must comply with the law or have "(8) Whenever the Inspector General, 
further aid terminated. Foreign Assistance, deems it appropriate in 

The Senate had no comparable pro- carrying out his duties under this Act, he 
vision but accepted the House language may from time to time notify the head of 
with a modification. The modification any agency primarily responsible for admin
provided that the President ''shall con- istering any program with respect to which 
sider denying assistance' ' instead of the the Inspector General, Foreign Assistance, 

has responsibilities under paragraph (2) of 
inflexible requirement that assistance this subsection that all internal audit, end
must be terminated to countries whose use inspection, and management inspection 
ships and aircraft under its registry call reports submitted to the head of such agency 
on North Vietnam. - or mission in the field in connection with 

The Senate argued that the language such program from any geographic areas 
of the House bill afforded little negotiat- designated by the Inspector General, Foreign 

Assistance, shall be submitted simultane
ing leverage b~cause m~st ?f the coun- ously to the Inspector General, Foreign As
tries whose sh1ps a;re s~lll m the No.rth sistance. The head of each such agency 
Vietnam trade re~e1ve llttle or no ass1~t- shall cooperate with the Inspector General, 
ance from the Umted States. The maJOr Foreign Assistance, in carrying out the pro
nation with ships in this trade-the visions of this paragraph." 
United Kingdom-no longer receives (b) Section 635(h), which relates to gen
either economic or military assistance eral authorities, is amended by inserting 
from the United States. The United "(except development loans)" immediately 
States is making high-level diplomatic after "II, V, and VI"· 
representations to obtain free world co- (c) section 637(a), which relates to ad-

t . · t · hi 1 t ministrative expenses, is amended by strik-
opera 10n m ge. tmg s PS and Panes ou ing out "the fiscal year 1966 not to exceed 
of the North V1etnam trade, and anum- $54,240,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 
ber of vessels have already left the trade "each of the fiscal years 1967 and 1968 not 
because of commercial and safety con- to exceed $57,387,000". 
siderations. M MORGAN C t t• th d 

The House accepted the argument that r. . m errup mg e .rea -
negotiations on this matter would be ing) · Mr. Chairman •. I ask unammous 
more effective it there was not a rigid cons~nt that the remamder of the bill be 
requirement that aid be terminated. considered as read and open for 

The amendment contained in this bill, amendment. . . 
Mr. Chairman, removes that flexibility The CHAffiMAN. Is there obJectiOn 
which the House accepted during the to the req~e~t of the gentleman from 
conference on the Foreign Assistanct Act Pennsylvama · . 
of 1965. I offered this amendment in There was no obJection. 
COmmittee because I believed that the AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FRELINGHUYSEN 
full impact of our foreign aid program Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair
should be brought to bear wherever and man, I offer an amendment. 
whenever such action could contribute The Clerk read as follows: 
to bringing the war in Vietnam to a 
satisfactory conclusion. It was niy firm 
belief that the period of over 1 year 
which has expired since the amendment 
was originally adopted is more than suf
ficient time to have prepared for the 
termination of aid to the remaining free 
world countries who still allow their air
craft and ships to carry cargo to North 
Vietnam. 

There has been a very definite im
provement in this situation. In calen
dar year 1965, 256 free · world flagships 
from countries, not all of. which received 
our aid, visited North Vietnamese ports. 
During the first 3 months · of this 
year, only 36 such vessels have visited 

Amendment offered by Mr. FRELINGHUY• 
SEN: On page 20, line 7, strike out "each of 
the fiscal years 1967 and 1968" and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: "the fiscal year 
1967". 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair
man, I am about to test the validity of 
the argument that perhaps it is best to 
offer amendments late in a debate on a 
bill of this character. I would trust and· 
even have some expectation this amend
ment may be accepted. It simply would 
make necessary an annual authorization 
for administrative expenses of the for-
eign aid program. . 

I recognize this may require a half day 
of the time of the Foreign Affairs Com-

mittee in 1967, but I would assume that 
this would pot be putting an undue bur
den on that committee. 

The Deputy Administrator of AID, 
William S. Gaud, came to the committee 
at the end of April and testified with 
respect to administrative expenses. 

He requested some $57,387,000 for the 
year 1967. He pointed out that there 
were a variety of reasons why these ad
ministrative expenses increased from 
year to year. He said, for example, that 
inflation abroad, Federal personnel pro
cedures, and Federal pay raises had re
sulted in an increase from 1966. 

He pointed out further the importance 
with a 5-year program of having an 
open-ended authorization for adminis
trative expenses, because, as he put it, 
it would be impossible to be specific with 
respect to future years. 

I would like to quote what he said on · 
that point: 

Mr. GAUD. Ordinarily it is easy for us to 
predict for the year ahead what we are going 
to need for administrative expenses or for 
other programs. For some of these programs, 
however, it is very difficult for us to predict, 
and it is true of administrative expenses, 
precisely what we are going to need 2, 3, 4, 5 · 
years ahead. 

I refer to the testimony on page 628 
of the hearings. 

He mentioned also, in answer to a 
question· by the chairman of our com
mittee, that it would be best to have an 
open-ended authorization. This testi
mony is on page 625 of the hearings: 

But it is pretty hard to sit here today and 
calculate with any degree o1;' accuracy what 
our administrative expenses will be over the 
next 5 years. That is why it seems to us 
reasonable to ask you to authorize such 
funds as may be necessary. 

Mr. Chairman, we did not follow the 
suggestion of Mr. Gaucf. We authorized 
a specific sum, a sum for fiscal 1968 which 
is completely arbitrary. No case was 
made for any amount for 1968. 

I would suggest it would be far better, 
and certainly no violation of anybody's 
time or responsibility, for our committee 
to consider next year just what the AID 
program will need to handle its adminis
trative responsibilities for the fiscal year 
1968. 

For that reason, I urge consideration 
of a 1-year authorization for this aspect 
of the foreign aid program. 

If there are no questions, I yield back 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we have been through 
this now a couple of times-once spe
cifically and once in general. 

I believe it was made abundantly clear 
yesterday the reasons why we have this 
program on a 2-year basis, and especially 
the administrative end of it. 

Again, it seems to me that the gentle
man from New Jersey rather clearly 
makes a case for a 2-year authorization. 
I have not seen anything about any of 
these programs getting any cheaper. 
We are in inflation. It would seem to 
me it would be a pretty good thing, if 
for no other reason, to settle, for the 
year after next, on the same basis as to 
administrative cost as is to be provided 
for the coming fiscal year. 
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In addition, Mr. Chairman, there is a 

question of morale. In many instances 
it is a favorite theme for some of us to 
give the bureaucrats or the administra
tors of these programs a bad time. To 
criticize government personnel seemingly 
reminds us of our own actions in sup
porting certain legislation and this may 
be the classic example. 

As I said yesterday, on this same prin
ciple, we have some able people. We will 
have people who will be able to do a 
better job if they can plan over a 2-year 
period. When they do not know 
whether they are going to be in this set
up for more than 1 year, it seems to me 
it constitutes a very awkward situation 
and contributes to a feeling of uneasi
ness. That does create a lack of high 
morale in the administration of the
program. 

It seems to me for many practical 
reasons, and especially in this regard, it 
is 'necessary, and certainly highly desir
able, to permit this section to remain in
tact, along with the other sections. 

I would favor retaining the 2-year 
authorization for this section than any 
other in the bill. I think the reasons for 
doing so are practical and substantial. 

What would we do? If we are not to 
have a 2-year authorization for adminis
trative purposes would we have to come 
in with a part of a foreign aid bill next 
year, just for personnel or for some other 
section of the bill? If we are to have a 
foreign · aid bill, we had better come in 
with a bill such as we are considering 
now, rather than to fragment this and 
come in to make a case on a particular 
section. If there is to be a program I 
want to see the best one which can be 
produced. In my opinion it will not be 
good enough but it certainly should not 
be worse. 

I hope that the amendment will be 
defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 

. from New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN]. 
The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, over the years I have 
opposed this legislation because I con
scientiously do not believe that the mili
tary assistance should be handled by the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. I believe 
that is under the jurisdiction of our com
mittee. But that is a fact of life and it 
has gone on. I believe it should be sepa
rated, but it is not and there is nothing · 
to be gained at this point. 

Since I have become chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services I have had 
to travel a lot. Last year I traveled to 
the Far East, and to Korea. I saw our · 
allies who are the direct beneficiaries of 
this bill under the military assistance 
program. 

The 19 divisions of Koreans are de
pendent upon this legislation for their 
assistance. They have 23,000 men fight
ing side by side with our boys and they 
committed another division. The F-5 
airplane was built under this program. 
It is the only new airplane we have in 
our inventories. There is no other new 
airplane. Under the McNamara pro
gram we are forced to use the F-5 air-

plane in our armed services, and this 
military assistance program built that 
plane. - . 

Mr. Chairman, I also visited Taiwan 
and saw the need and the dependence 
which the Nationalist Chinese have for 
this legislation in order to keep their 
army, navy, and air force going. 

Everybody knows what we are doing 
in Vietnam. When we had the supple
mental appropriation bill before our 
committee Secretazy McNamara told us 
that he could not separate the MAP 
money from his own appropriated funds 
for Vietnam. 

I have also visited Thailand and I 
know the great logistical help that they 
are giving our military as a result of this 
program. 

Mr. Chairman, I have searched my 
conscience and knowing this and what 
these allies are doing for us and knowing 
that this is the only place I can help 
them and also being your representative 
on the Committee on Armed Services, I 
feel that I must reappraise my position. 
Therefore, this year, despite the features 
which may not be pleasing to me, I feel 
in good conscience I must support this 
legislation, and this is what i am going 
to do. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DERWINSKI 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DERWINSKI: 

On page 20, line 8, strike out "$57,387,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"$51,648,300". 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
this is another constructive amendment. 
It cuts less from the bill than any other 
amendment I have introduced when I 
have been accused of trying to gut this 
sacred piece of legislation. All we are 
trying to do with this amendment is to 
reduce approximately $5.7 million from 
the administrative expenses. I would 
like to remind you that 10 years ago this 
AID Agency, under whatever name it 
carried at the time, had approximately 
11,500 employees. Now, with the direct 
employees and contract personnel, the 
figure is approximately 18,000 employees. 
This is a runaway administrative setup. 
Since we have rejected the attem:pt to 
limit administrative expenses just to 1 
year, I think it would be prudent at least 
to put a limit on the dollar amount of 
administrative expenses. I do not think 
$5% million would be an amendment 
that could be described as gutting the 
bill. I think it is a very healthy restraint 
on the runaway administrators of this 
program. The top Administrator, who 
comes and goes year after year, people 
like Mr. David Bell, who arrived with 
great fanfare and who we hope will mas
ter their assignments. Just about at the 
time that we on the committee think he 
may be able to make some .administra
tive improvements in the program, these 
people throw up their hands in frustra
tion and take off for institutions such as 
the Ford Foundation. So, unless we 
have some practical administrative re
straint, I do not know how we will ac
complish any savings. The only ad
ministrative restraint that I know that 
bureaucrats acknowledge is a dollar re-

straint. I think it would be perfectly 
consistent with the efficiency everyone 
wants for this program to delete $5% 
million from the administrative expenses 
of the program. Mr. Chairman, we are 
at the conclusion of the bill, the only 
other thing that follows will be a sound 
motion to recommit. I think we can 
close on a very diplomatic and progres
sive note by accepting my amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the adop
tion of my amendment would represent 
a wonderful conclusion to the very fas
cinating, although to some of us, frus
trating day here in the House of Repre
sentatives. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
· the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. For a question, but 
not for a statement. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to know how many of these 
employees are now working either as 
Government employees or as contract 
employees in South Vietnam? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Too many, for the 
very simple reason that we are fighting 
a war in Vietnam and at the very same 
time we are trying to follow a completely 
unrealistic aid program where we have 
not even subjugated the military infil
trators from North Vietnam. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair
man, the figures available are with re
spect to May 30, 1966, and they reveal 
that there are 2,018 employees in Viet
nam. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
may I point out to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN] that 
the AID agency has been advertising for 
civilian employees for employment in 
Vietnam. They have a number of peo
ple who would like to go to Algeria, 
Cairo, and other glamorous spots, but 
few for Vietnam . 

Mr. JOELSON. Casablanca. 
Mr. DERWINSKI. It ls a little dif

ficult to administer this program under 
war conditions, and as the gentleman 
knows, we are at war in Vietnam. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, the gentle
man knows and I would say that there 
is no picnic in Vietnam and those 2,000 . 
people are rendering a dedicated work 
which will do more to bring about peace . 
than anything else about which I can 
think. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. That is not at all 
the point. The point is that you are 
dispensing aid under this program to . 
over 80 nations, without any real ad
ministrative control. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of my 
amendment would represent a practical 
dollar restraint or administrative re
straint. 

Mr. Chairman, this certainly would be 
a good way of controlling the runaway 
bureaucracy. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it always pains me to 
rise in opposition to an amendment 
which has been offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. - DERWINSKI]. His 
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amendments always drip with compas
sion. 

Mr. Chairman, if the amendment 
which has been offered by the gentle
man from Illinois [Mr. DERWINSKI] is 
adopted I would like to point out that 
it will be gutting the program in driblets 
of "compassion." 

Mr. Chairman, it is with great reluc
tance that I must oppose the gentleman's 
amendment. 

However, I believe, while it is a nice 
little amendment, -as the gentleman says, 
it really in effect does go to the heart of 
the program. On the one hand all of us 
here today have been urging that we 
have greater efficiency in Vietnam. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
Moss] had an amendment adopted which 
will bring about this efficiency. It adds 
more people. At the same time, the very 
people who are interested in this econ
omy are now asking us to go ahead and 
fire a lot of people indiscriminately. 

Mr. Chairman, we cannot have a more 
efficient program and at the same time 
we do not have the personnel with which 
to carry out the efficiency that we are 
requiring of them. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe we should keep 
in mind that this 2-year program that 
we are adopting really has a built-in cut
ting device, because this does not take 
into consideration the fact that there 
will be things which will come up over 
which AID has no control such as the 
small, bit-by-bit pay increase increments 
and overseas wages and compensation, 
and the like. 

So, I believe that the amount of money 
about which the gentleman from Illi
nois is worried is going to be taken care 
of by extending this program to a 2-year 
program. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, it is with 
great reluctance that I urge the rejec
tion of this amendment. But, neverthe
less, if we want efficiency, and that is 
what all of us want, we should vote down 
this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. DERWINSKI]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Chairman, the fiscal year 1967 author
izatton request is one of the lowest re
quests ever presented by the President to 
carry out the foreign aid program. The 
minimum request is lower than that of 
any of the requests in recent years. In 
fact the request is over $1 b1llion less 
than was requested only 3 years ago. 

There is other evidence that the pro
gram is being tightly administered. 
Supporting assistance programs have 
been sharply reduced. Outside of Viet
nam these funds have been reduced by 
more than two-thirds since fiscal year 
1961. Programs have been terminated in 
20 countries. Furthermore, the number 
of AID country programs has been re
duced from 83 in fiscal year 1963 to a 
proposed 72 in fiscal year 1967. 

This year's request, therefore, clearly 
indicates that the President intends to 
maintain an efficient aid program--one 
that is consistent with U.S. interests, but 
one that will be a minimum burden on 
U.S. taxpayers. 

A large portion of the economic aid 
program is for Vietnam. Twenty percent 
of the economic assistance funds are 
planned for Vietnam, where they will be 
used to support vital U.S. objectives. 
This indicates clearly that programs for 
all the other countries are being held to 
a minimal level. 

In considering the fiscal year 1967 re
quest, the Foreign Affairs Committee has 
taken into consideration the executive 
branch's internal review of its proposal. 
Last fall, AID's internal review resulted 
in a reduction of two-thirds of a billion 
dollars-$660 million-from the original 
proposals: This indicates that there was 
a tight review of the program even before 
the Foreign Affairs Committee examined 
the request in detail. 

Furthermore, in approving the pro
gram for 2 years, the Foreign Affairs 
Committee has provided that there will 
be almost no increase in the amount of 
funds authorized. The committee has 
clearly expressed its position that "those 
responsible for the administration of eco
nomic and military assistance should re
examine their priorities in an effort to 
accomplish more with less money." This 
means the program will have to continue 
to be tightly and efficiently administered. 

Finally, I would like to emphasize that 
the foreign aid program-economic and 
military aid-continues to be a relatively 
small portion of this country's immense 
wealth. Our national wealth continues 
to grow. Our GNP is estimated to be 
greater than $700 billion. In fiscal year 
1967, the expenditures for the economic 
and military programs are estimated to 
be no more than one-half of 1 percent of 
the GNP-the same level as for the last 
2 years. Relatively, therefore, the aid 
program is becoming a smaller portion 
of our total resources. It is becoming a 
smaller burden on the economy and the 
taxpayer. 

The United States today is faced with 
many crises all over the world. I believe 
that in some ways the foreign aid pro
gram can help us to protect our interests 
in these turbulent times. 

In my campaign, I indicated that the 
foreign aid program should be closely 
reviewed by the Congress and all unnec
essary funds cut out. I believe the pro
gram has been carefully reviewed this 
year. In approving the request, the 
Foreign Affairs Committee stressed that 
the program must be focused on priori
ties. I believe that approval of this bill, 
which maintains a minimum program 
for the next 2 years, wm assure us 
that the program will be focused on pri
orities, and that it wilr be, because it 
must be, administered very tightly. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the passage of 
the bill. 

Mr. HORTOl'T. Mr. Chairman, I have 
noted with considerable interest and 
attention the pace and content of these 
3 days. of debate on the proposed foreign 
assistance authorization which is now be
fore us. Of particular significance is the 
fact that so many Members have taken 
an active role in the debate on this bill. 
Clearly foreign assistance is a subject 
touching everyone in the United States, 
just as every branch of foreign policy has 
national significance. I can hear in the 

words of my colleagues the views and 
concerns of their constituents around the 
Nation. 

There can be no doubt about the wis
dom of debating important facets of 
policy as thoroughly as we are now de
bating foreign aid. Because foreign aid 
is a crucial instrument of our foreign 
policy, I think it is essential that we in 
Congress have the opportunity to study 
the program thoroughly every year, so we 
can insure that the program will be re
sponsive to the thoughts of our constit
uents and to changes in the international 
climate. There has been considerable 
talk around the country of the diminish
ing role of the Congress in matters of 
foreign policy. If there is one area where 
we have assumed a leading role in for
eign policy, however, it is foreign aid. 

Of course, there is something to be said 
for eliminating some of the uncertainty 
that is inherent in an aid program which 
must be reviewed yearly. But when we 
offer assistance to an underdeveloped 
country, we are doing more than just 
entering into an economic transaction. 
Based on certain conclusions about the 
internal policies and problems of the re
cipient country, we are helping its people 
to help themselves to attain a better 
standard of living. At the same time, 
however, we are seeking to communicate 
to aided countries the va:ue of the Amer
ican way of life. This fact is recognized 
in a wise amendment added to this bill 
by our Foreign Affairs Committee, and it 
brings our aid program clearly within 
ti1e scope of current foreign policy-it 
leaves something more than a purely eco
nomic decision to be made when the 
question of aiding a particular nation 
arises. It is this question, involving basic 
foreign policy, which we in the Congress 
must answer. Because of the volatile 
world climate, the answer will not neces
sarily be the same for a given country 
every year. 

I think we should retain the single
year authorization, whereby Congress 
can make minor as well as drastic ad
justments in foreign aid policy when 
such changes are justified. 

As an example of how foreign aid serves 
as an instrument of foreign policy, the 
committee has added an amendment 
prohibiting assistance to nations which 
actively assist the North Vietnamese. 
Thus, we have clearly tied our foreign 
assistance efforts to our aims in south
east Asia, and rightly so. While we are 
chided for handling some of our foreign 
aid on a "strings attached" basis, we 
must remember that the United States 
cannot act as an impartial interna
tional agency in dispensing money and 
goods. While the development of all 
peoples toward a decent level of life 
falls within the scope of American na
tional interest, there are some instances 
where our national interest is not served, 
and we must not hesitate to prohibit 
the distribution of aid in those instances, 
particularly where American lives hang 
in the balance. 

Again, I want to coriunend my col
leagues on· the thorough and active re
view we have had of U.S. foreign assist
ance programs in the past few days. It 
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is my hope that we can continue to re
view foreign aid in such detail on a 
yearly basis, so that we can insure that 
these programs will serve effectively to 
aid less fortunate peoples of the world 
and to promote the basic precept of 
American foreign policy. 

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Chairman, in past 
years the issue before us has been wheth
er or not each of us supports foreign 
aid programs, and by how much. But 
this year we have added an element that 
disturbs me. We are asked to authorize 
a program for 2 years instead of 1. 

This is not the first time we have been 
under pressure to further relinquish our 
constitutional prerogative of controlling 
expenditures, and I am sure it will not 
be the last. But by voting for a 2-year 
program we will allow a big foot in the 
door that will eventually lead to the 5-
year authorization requested by the ad
ministration. In the process, this Con
gress will further lose its control over 
the operations of a program that has 
long been suspect by the American peo
ple, and rightfully so, as wasteful in 
many respects. 

It has been argued that the Appropria
tions Committee will still have to fund 
these programs on an annual basis, which 
is true. However, the work of the Ap
propriations Committee would be ham
pered in any year when the proper au
thorizing committee failed to properly 
review the foreign aid expenditures of 
the past. 

I will be interested in the reaction to 
this authorization when action is taken 
by our Committee on Appropriations, 
since the cost of this package is greatly 
in excess of even the · "bare-bones" 
amount requested by the administration. 
I have never seen a foreign aid package 
yet, "bare-bones" or otherwise, that 
could not be prudently cut without af
fecting the PUrPOSe or efficiency of the 
programs. There have been enough fail
ures and instances of wasteful expendi
tures in the past to indicate that the 
pruning of appropriations can have a 
healthy effect on these programs by forc
ing some degree of planning and effi
ciency. 

It is good to note that this bill includes 
a provision that prohibits assistance tO 
countries that permit their ships or air
craft to transport equipment, materials, 
or commodities to or from North Viet
nam. It is hoped that this provision will 
be vigorously enforced and policed. 

However, I feel the provision to ex
press the intent of Congress against pro
viding funds for United Nations . pro
grams that assist Communist countries 
such as Cuba does not go far enough. 
The United States provides 40 percent 
of those funds, and such moneys should 
be absolutely prohibited from reaching 
the Castro regime. One such project 
was approved for the University of Ha
vana this year in the amount of $2.1 
million. To argue that our money is not 
used for such a project is pure fiction. 
We are contributing 40 percent of the 
money used 90 miles off our shores to 
promote subversion in our hemisphere 
no matter how you look at it. It should 
be stopped. 

Mr. Chairman, instead of issuing a 2-
year blank check with which to continue 
the foreign aid programs, it would be 
better if this Congress stepped back and 
took a long, cold look at the record of 
these programs. We are currently help
ing, in one form or another, almost every 
nation in the world. We continue to 
hear of further programs that will be 
submitted to aid foreign countries. Be
fore we commit American tax dollars to 
the education, health, and welfare of the 
entire world, we should reexamine the 
programs already on the books and put 
them in efficient working order. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
last year, I introduced H.R. 5255, which 
I recommended either be passed as a sep
arate bill or included in the foreign aid 
bill. One of the reasons I introduced 
this bill is because one of the leading uni
versities in the country, Iowa State Uni
versity, is in the district I represent and 
conversations that I have had with the 
president of the university and profes
sors at the university have convinced me 
that performance and accomplishment 
at the present time are less than they 
would be under longer term institutional 
arrangements. I appreciate the oppor
tunity given me to appear before the 
committee and the provision added in 
title II which embodies the provisions of 
H.R. 5255. 

This bill authorized the creation and 
maintenance of foreign development 
centers at universities which are engaged 
in foreign technical assistance projects. 
At the present time contracts with uni
versities for advice, counsel, and help 
concerning development projects in a 
particular country, are usually for a pe
riod of not to exceed 3 years. Quite often 
the university accepting the contract 
finds it difficult to find competent pro
fessional personnel to carry out the con
tract on such a short-term basis. There
fore, they often recruit a substantial part 
of their personnel for the contract and 
since the personnel recruited cannot be 
o:trered tenure, it is often difficult to at
tract the most competent individuals 
away from some other position which 
would include tenure and security. 

If a university could plan to specialize 
in the problems for a certain country or 
area for a period of 10 years, it could not 
only attract more competent people but 
could also utilize the experience gained to 
a much better advantage for the Govern
ment. When someone finishes a short
term contract and then moves on to some 
other area of responsibility without even 
leaving associates in a continuing pro
gram fully exposed to the knowledge and 
experience he gained, it cannot help but 
reduce the effectiveness of the program 
in the less developed countries involved. 

At the present time, many university 
staff members have to secure a leave of 
absence from their university to take on 
a foreign assignment; their advancement 
at the university is retarded; and their 
experience gained is not utilized after 
their short-term contract had expired. 
1Jnder this provision, a university could 
mobilize a more competent staff for a 
long-range program and even though 
some of the personnel left from time to 
time, there :would be continuity and good 

use made of the experience they gained. 
The university would also be able to de
velop longer term programs in the coun
tries involved. 

I believe everyone will agree that 
short-term projects will not do the best 
job in many of these countries. In most 
cases the greatest need is for longer 
term plans involving education and other 
programs which produce greater results 
for a dollar spent, but which results are 
not apparent for several years. These 
longer term plans could fit in with other 
university activities and schedules in 
such a way ~hat the most competent 
staff members at the university would be 
willing to take foreign technical assist
ance assignments within their field of 
interest. Many such professors who 
have already attained a high standing in 
the professional field are not willing to 
take a part-time assignment concerning 
the problems of a particular country if 
they have no reason to believe that the 
result of their research and study will 
be used over a period of years. 

By directly involving the university 
and the most competent members of 
their professional staff in the technical 
assistance program in a way which is 
now practically impossible, it would 
greatly increase the number of profes
sional people engaged in the develop
ment activities and broaden the base so 
that a better balanced program of eco
nomic assistance would be recommended. 

Mr. Chairman, this provision does not 
propose a new program in the technical 
assistance field but merely proposes a 
way to carry out the existing technical 
assistance programs so that we could 
secure better results. This kind of an 
approach has proven highly successful 
in the field of agricultural research. 

Agricultural universities, including 
Iowa State University, have performed 
research work on a continuing basis un
der existing Federal-State programs. 
Under this approach they were able to 
recruit competent staff and have gleaned 
benefits from all of the research per
formed through the years. Under this 
proposal, that successful formula be ap
plied to planning economic assistance 
programs and I urge that this provision 
be retained in title II. 

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
think the thing for each· of us to ·ask 
ourselves before we vote on this bill on 
final passage is just how · much longer 
can this country endure a foreign aid 
program? Year after year the American 
people are assured that our aid con
tributes toward changing an emerging 
and backward nation to a self -supporting 
country with prosperity and freedom. 

How can we forget that near the end 
of the year of 1964, Nasser told the 
United States to "jump 1n the lake" be
cause we expressed some rightful irrita
tion over the burning of our Embassy in 
Cairo? How can we forget that after a 
comment like Nasser's, his nation since 
1960 has received over $1 billion in eco
nomic assistance. Remember, that is 
$1,000 million. Then, recall the spring 
of 1964 when Sukarno, then President of 
Indonesia, had the effrontery to tell our 
Ambassador, face to face, "to hell with 
your aid." The facts were that Sukarno 
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maintained himself in power largely be
cause of a little less than a billion dollars 
he had received from us in economic aid. 
And yet this ingrate who now, thank 
goodness, has received his comeuppance 
had the consummate gall to insult our 
Ambassador. 

Much less than a year ago the now 
deposed President Nkrumah of Ghana 
had the audacity to write and release a 
book blasting our foreign policy and 
bitterly critical of our assistance pro
gram. Yet, this same treacherous 
chameleon was at the very moment ac
cepting $165 million of our aid to per
petuate himself in office. He nonetheless 
carried on up to the day of his downfall 
as the principal organizer of a Red Chi
nese spy network on the African 
Continent. 

There have been so many insults lev
eled against us by foreign leaders that 
if you sat down to tabulate a list for the 
last 15 years, the total would be over 125. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the reason I 
ask the question, How much longer can 
our country stand to engage in a foreign 
aid program? 

The record is clear. There has been 
failure after failure that has been paid 
for with our billions of dollars over the 
past years. If our aid has been so suc
cessful, what happened in Uganda, which 
has received about $20 million in aid, for 
it to become ar dictatorship? 

Year after year we have listened to the 
glowing predictions of what will happen 
in the future, but again and again we 
have had to listen to the pitiful excuses 
for the failures of the preceding year. 
Each year I have hoped there would be 
improvement in the administration of 
the program. But nothing seems to hap
pen in the way of improvement. 

Mr. Chairman, although the long 
record of failures is the one of the best 
reasons why we should stop the foreign 
aid program, there are other reasons that 
should be enumerated, including such 
things as the drain on our U.S. gold 
stocks which are a direct result of the aid 
program. 

An additional reason is the fact it is 
generally recognized that economic 
assistance never reaches down sufficiently 
to the people of the aid recipient coun
tries but always seems to benefit only the 
rich and well-to-do in those countries. 

Yet another reason the bill should not 
be enacted this year is because of the 
huge unexpended balances in the pro
gram which have been referred to as the 
"pipeline" which now amounts to as 
much as $9 billion. This large figure is 
several times the amount authorized this 
year yet accountability over these pipe
line funds has already been lost by the 
Congress. Why not cut through this 
bureaucratic redtape to finish the lag
ging foreign projects already commenced 
before ·any new starts? Along the way 
it might be discovered the projects were 
no good to begin with and have actually 
been abandoned. 

A telling obj ectioiJ. to the further au
thorization of foreign aid programs is 
the fact that many of the aid-receiving 
countries have in the past years taken 
our aid and proceeded to spend much of 
this assistance with other countries. 

CXII--993-Part 12 

This fact can be established by a com
parison of the amounts of direct dollar 
economic aid we have granted these 
countries along side our trade balance 
with these countries. In other words 
compare for each country the amount of 
aid accorded the list of foreign recipients 
and compare this with the amount of our 
exports to each of these nations. From 
a list of about 25 nations in the Middle 
East, Africa, and the Far East it can be 
demonstrated that our dollar aid for 
these countries exceeds by about 3 
to 1 the value of the products we sell 
to these countries. To state the matter 
very simply they have taken our money 
and bought their goods in other coun
tries. These figures should refute con
clusively the argument we hear so often 
that foreign aid money is, after all, spent 
in this country. 

One of the strongest reasons of all why 
there should be no foreign aid program 
until there has been a thorough review 
of the entire operation is the fact that 
we are furnishing millions of dollars to 
nations which have accepted our aid 
and at the same time take aid from the 
Communist bloc nations. 

The very worst offense is by these re
cipients of our aid who have acted 
against a peaceful solution in Vietnam. 
The Agency for International Develop
ment has tried to say many times in the 
past that our assistance to pro-Com
munist countries prevents them from 
slipping into the Communist orbit. The 
old adage that "the proot of the pudding 
is in the eating" should pretty well 
establish the fact that what has hap
pened in these countries is that they 
have taken our money but are nonethe
less today in the Communist orbit. 

But the worst 'evil of all about foreign 
assistance is that we have furnished aid 
to some countries who are now actively 
assisting North Vietnam by permitting 
their ships to transfer materiel and sup
plies into North Vietnam ports. It is 
true that the President of the United 
States has discretionary power to deny 
assistance to such countries but they are 
still shipping and we are still shoveling 
out money to such countries as the 
United Kingdom, Japan, Greece, Nor
way, and the Netherlands. 

Since World War II we have spent 
about $37 billion on military assistance. 
For a long time we thought this was a 
small price to pay for keeping our boys 
off battlefields but within the very recent 
past we have found that France which 
has been the largest recipient has turned 
its back on us in Vietnam. It even sup
ports Peking's admittance into the U.N. 
and in the last month demanded the 
closing of all our bases on French soil. 
Another of our supposedly great friends, 
the United Kingdom, which has received 
over $1 billion in military assistance 
sends her ships into Cuba every week. 
But worse still, British flagships are 
hauling supplies irrto the North Vietnam 
ports every day. Why is it the jungle
trained British troops in Malaysia can
not be used in Vietnam? Foreign mili
tary forces whether French, British, 
Turkish, or Greek have been equipped 
with materiel paid for by the American 
taxpayers. The question which hits us 

squarely in ·the face is what value is all 
this military assistance to us when our 
American boys are now fighting alone in 
Vietnam? Over 50 nations have been 
designated for military aid this year. 
Only one, South Korea, has sent troops 
to Vietnam. Australia and New Zealand 
who have sent troops to Vietnam are 
receiving no U.S. aid. 

Mr. Chairman, when I first came to 
the Congress in 1959, although I sup
ported the foreign aid bill that year on 
final passage I raised for the first time 
the question of congressional control 
over the aid program. Before that time 
I had been an elected official in local gov
ernment where we had a careful acc,mnt
ing and a review by the authority making 
the expenditure. But I was astonished 
to find there was little or no congres
sional revkw of the foreign aid expendi
ture. After finding this to be a fact, I 
have since opposed this authorization 
and appropriation year after year be
cause of the maladministration of these 
programs. Each year many of us have 
looked in vain for some improvement in 
the administration of foreign aid pro
grams. 

Maybe there is just no way that the 
foreign aid program can be made to work 
successfully. The objective apparently 
had been to make recipient countries our 
grateful allies and friends. It is argued 
that once commenced we must continue 
foreign aid in order to keep these coun
tries as our allies and friends. Look as 
much as you will, but there ~s no con
vincing evidence that any of our aid ::-e
cipients which have not gone Communist 
would have done so if they had not r- · 
ceived our economic aid. France and 
Italy have received l:::.rge amounts of our 
aid, yet Communist Party membership 
in these countries has not fallen off. On 
the other hand, Cuba went communistic 
in 1959 in spite of 12 prior years of for
eign aid from the United States, and in 
spite of the fact that she had been fa
vored beyond all othu countries in sugar 
imports. Look back at the $11 billion 
of lend lease to Russia in World War II. 
Did this endear us to the Russian ler.:!
ers? Has our aid to Poland, Yugoslavia, 
Indonesia, or Egypt turned Gomulka, 
Tito, Sukarno, or Nasser into dependable 
allies? No. Scores of other nations have 
received our aid and instead of being our 
grateful friend, there is good reason to 
suspect that our aid has often had the 
very opposite effect. 

Some of these countries have even 
developed the technique of a veiled 
threat as the recognized and effective 
way to extort more aid. They make it 
appear they are in danger of going Com
munist, in order to receive ·larger 
amounts of American aid. But these 
very same applicants for our aid seem 
always to find it convenient and even 
necessary to insult and denounce the 
United States in order to prove to their 
own followers that they are independ
ent and not the puppets of American 
imperialism. It seems to me that the 
fact that nearly always it is the U.S. 
Embassies and U.S. information offices 
that have rocks thrown through their 
windows and not the embassies of other 
countries that have never offered aid, 
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should prove conclusively you cannot buy 
friends. 

No, Mr. Chairman, our country cannot 
much longer stand or afford a foreign 
program. The time to stop the program 
is now. Right now. 

Mr. ADAm. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ex
plain to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union what the 
proposed motion to recommit will con
tain. It will be of two parts. The first 
part will represent the essence of · the 
so-called ~vlatlliard amendment that we 
debated yesterday. The amendment 
would reduce the program from a 2-year 
authorization to a 1-year authorization, 
except for development loans and the Al
liance for Progress program, which pro
grams would remain at 5-year authortza
tions. 

The second part of the proposed mo
tion to recommit would reduce the au
thortzation for development loans an
nually from $1 billion to $750 million. 

The period of authorization for de
velopment loans would remain the same 
as in the bill before the committee; that 
is, 5 years. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, as has been made evi
dent by the explanation of the dis
tinguished gentleman from Indiana, the 
motion to recommit contains the essen
tial elements of two amendments already 
discussed by this body, both of which 
have been defeated. 

The prtncipal one would be to change 
the program from the present 2-year 
program, which it now is, back to a 1-
year program. 

The other would be to make cuts in 
the Development Loan Fund, which the 
gentleman has explained. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FASCELL. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. ADAm. I would point out that 
what the gentleman from Flortda has 
said is correct. The motion is essentially 
the elements of the two amendments. 
But there is a difference from the de
velopment loan program as offered in the 
amendment that we debated on the 
floor. 

The amendment debated on the floor 
reduced the amount from $1 billion to 
$750 million, and reduced the years from 
5 years to 3 years. The motion to re
commit does not touch the number of 
years. 

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentleman 
for the further clartftcation, and I now 
yield to our distinguished chairman, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MORGAN]. 

Mr. MORGAN. I just want to point 
out to the Members of the House, that 
the first part of the motion to recommit 
was debated fully on the floor when the 
Mailliard amendment was considered 
yesterday. On a teller vote it lost by a 
vote of 122 to 86. 

The second part of the motion to re
commit, as the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. ADAIR] said, is somewhat changed 
because his ortginal amendment was 

to reduce the development loan figure 
from $1 billion to $750 million, and 
it had a 3-year limitation in it. The 
3-year limitation is taken out, but 
the figure for the Development Loan 
Fund would be reduced $250 million over 
a 5-year period by the motion to re
commit. 

I ask the Members on my side, and all 
those who realize the importance of the 
foreign aid program to the security of 
this country, to vote against this mo
tion to recommit. 

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a unanimous-con
sent request? 

Mr. FASCELL. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Chairman,. I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks immediately preceding the vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DERWINSKI] 
at page 17, line 24. 

The CHAffiMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FASCELL. I yield to the gentle

man from Illinois. 
Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, in 

order to help clarify the question so that 
Members understand as we vote on the 
motion to recommit, we are voting to 
take a 2-year authorization and reduce 
it to 1 year, or return to the present 
language. 

In other wor'ds, if you vote against 
the motion to recommit you are voting 
to double the foreign aid program. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, historically I have not 
supported an authorization bill for for
eign aid. I feel, however, on this oc
casion, because of the situation and be
cause of our commitments in Vietnam I 
must reverse my position. 

I was very much impressed by the dis
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
on Armed Services when he gave his 
reasons for supporting this legislation. 
I too must say at this time while I intend 
to support the motion to recommit, if the 
motion to recommit does not prevail then 
I shall support the legislation. 

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentle
woman. 

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
associate myself with the remarks of my 
distinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from Washington. I too have con
sistently not supported the foreign aid 
btll. But for the reasons that he has so 
eloquently outlined I intend to support 
the bill this year. · · 

The CHAmMAN. Under the rule the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resu..'lled the chair, 
Mr. PRICE, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
<H.R. 15750) to amend further the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, 
and for other purposes, pursuant to 

House Resolution 906, he reported the bill 
back to the House with sundry amend
ments adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? 

If not, the Chair will put them en gros. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

amendments. 
The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMl'r 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op
posed to the bill? 

Mr. ADAm. I am, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the motion to recommit. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. ADAm moves to recommit the bill (H.R. 

15750) to the Com:nil.ttee on Foreign Affairs 
with instructions to report the same to the 
House forthwith with the following amend
ments: 

On the first page, immediately after line 
4, insert the following: 

"SEc. 2. The F.oreign Assistance Act of 
1961, as amended, is amended by inserting 
immediately after the first section thereof 
the follOwiJtg new section: 

" 'SEC. 2. LIMITATIONS ON FISCAL YEAR Au
THORIZATIONS.-Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Act, nothing in this Act 
(except sections 202 and 252) authorizes ap
propriations for furnishing assistance or for 
administrative expenses under this Act for 
fiscal year 1968.' " 

On page 2, line 23, strike out "$1,000,000,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"$750,000,000". 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion to recommit. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 

on that I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were--yeas 191, nays 193, not voting 48, 
as follows: 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Anderson, Dl. 
Andrews, 

GeorgeW. 
Andrews, 

Glenn 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Ashmore 
Ayres 
Bates 
Battin 
Belcher 
Bennett 
Berry 
Betts 
Bolton 
Bow 
Bray 
Brock 
Brown, Clar-

ence J., Jr. 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 

[Roll No. 164] 
YEAS-191 

Burton, Utah 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cabell 
Cahill 
Callaway 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
C'lawson, Del 
Cleveland 
Collier 
Colmer 
Cooley 
Corbett 
Cramer 
Curtin 
Dague 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
Derwinskl 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Dole 
Dorn 
Dowdy 

Downing 
Dulski 
Duncan, Tenn. 
Dwyer 
Edwards, Ala. 
Erlenborn 
Everett 
Findley 
Fisher 
Ford, Gerald R. 
Fountain 
Frelinghuysen 
Fulton, Pa. 
Fuqua 
Gathings 
Gettys 
Giaimo 
Goodell 
Gross 
Grover 
Gubser 
Gurney 
Hagan, Ga. 
Hagen, Calit. 
Haley 
Halleck 
Halpern 
Hansen, Idaho 
Hardy 
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Harvey, Ind. 
Harvey, Mich. 
Hebert 
Henderson 
Horton 
Hosmer 
Hull 
Hungate 
Hutchinson 
!chord 
Jarman 
Jennings 
Johnson, Okla. 
Johnson, Pa. 
Jonas 
Jones, Mo. 

· Jones, N.C. 
Keith 
Kornegay 
Kunkel 
Kupferman 
Laird 
Langen 
Latta 
Lennon 
Lipscomb 
Long, La. 
Love 
McClory 
McCulloch 
McDade 
McEwen 
McMillan 
Marsh 
Martin, Ala. 
Martin, Nebr. 
May 

Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Annunzio 
Aspinall 
Bandstra 
Barrett 
Beckworth 
Bingham 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Brademas 
Brooks 
Burke 
Burleson 
Burton, Calif. 
Byrne,Pa. 
Callan 
Cameron 
Casey 
Clark 
Clevenger 
Cohelan 
Conte 
craley 
Culver 
Daddario 
Daniels 
Dawson 
de la Garza 
Delaney 
Dent 
Denton 
Diggs 
Ding ell 
Donohue 
Dow 
Duncan, Oreg. 
Dyal 
Edmondson 
Edwards, Cali( 
Evans, Colo. 
Evins, Tenn. 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Farnum 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Flood 
Fogarty 
Foley 
Ford, 

William D. 
Fraser 
Friedel 
Fulton, Tenn. 
Gallagher 
Garmatz 
Gibbons 
Gilbert 
Gilligan 
Gonzalez 
Grabowski 

Michel 
Minshall 
Mize 
Moeller 
Moore 
Morse 
Morton 
Mosher 
Murray 
Nelsen 
O'Konski 
Passman . 
Pelly 
Pickle 
Pike 
Pirnie 
Poage 
Po1f 
Pool 
Pucinski 
Quie 
Qu1llen 
Race 
Randall 
Reid, Dl. 
Reifel 
Reinecke 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Roberts 
Robison 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Tex. 
Roudebush 
Rumsfeld 
Satterfield 
Saylor 
Schnee bell 

NAY&-193 

Gray 
Green, Oreg. 
Green, Pa. 
Greigg 
Grider 
Griffiths 
Hamilton 
Hanley 
Hanna 
Hansen, Iowa 
Hathaway 
Hawkins 
Hechler 
Helstoski 
Hicks 
Holifield 
Holland 
Howard 
Huot 
Irwin 
Jacobs 
Joelson 
Johnson, Calif. 
Jones, Ala. 
Karsten 
Karth 
Kastenmeier 
Kee 
Kelly 
Keogh 
King, Calif. 
King, Utah 
Kirwan 
Kluczynski 
Krebs 
Leggett 
Long,Md. 
McCarthy 
McDowell 
McFall 
McGrath 
McVicker 
Macdonald 
Machen 
Mackay 
Mackie 
Madden 
Mahon 
Martin, Mass. 

·Matthews 
Meeds 
Miller 
Minish 
Mink 
Monagan 
Moorhead 
Morgan 
Morrison 
Moss 
Multer 
Murphy, Til. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Natcher 
Nedzi 
Nix 
O'Hara,m. 
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Schweiker 
Secrest 
Selden 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Skubitz 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, N.Y. 
Smith, Va. 
Springer 
Sta1ford 
Stanton 
Stratton 
Talcott 
Taylor 
Teague, Calif. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Tuck 
Tuten 
Utt 
Vigorito 
Waggonner 
Walker, N.Mex. 
Watkins 
Watson 
Whalley 
White, Tex. 
Whitener 
Widnall 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Younger 

O'Hara, Mich. 
Olsen, Mont. 
Olson, Minn. 
O'Neill, Mass. 
Ottinger 
Patman 
Patten 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Philbin 
Price 
Purcell 
Redlin 
Rees 
Reid, N.Y. 
Resnick 
Reuss 
Rhodes, Pa. 
Rivers, S.C. 
Rodino 
Rogers, Colo. 
Ronan 
Roncalio 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Ryan 
StGermain 
St. Onge 
Scheuer 
Schmidhauser 
Sickles 
Sisk 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Staggers 
Stalbaum 
Steed . 
Stubblefield 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Teague, Tex. 
Tenzer 
Thomas 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thompson, Tex. 
Todd 
Tunney 
Tupper 
Udall 
Ullman 
Vanik 
Vivian 
Waldie 
Watts 
Weltner 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wol1f 
Yates 
Young 
Zablocki 

NOT VOTING-48 
Ashley 
Baring 
Bell 
Blatnik 
Broomfield 
Brown, Calif: 
Carey 
Celler 
Conable 
Conyers 
Corman 
CUnningham 
Curtis 
Edwards, La.. 
Ellsworth 
Farnsley 

Fino 
Flynt 
Hall 
Hansen, Wash. 
Harsha 
Hays 
Herlong 
King, N.Y. 
Landrum 
MacGregor 
Mailliard 
Mathias 
Matsunaga 
M1lls 
Morris 
O'Brien 

· O'Neal, Ga. 
Powell 
Rivers, Alaska. 
Roush 
Schisler 
Scott 
Senner 
Stephens 
Toll 
Trimble 
VanDeerlin 
Walker, Miss. 
White, Idaho 
Wb.itten 
Willis 
Wright 

So the motion to recommit was 
rejected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Scott for, with Mrs. Hansen of Wash-

ington against. ' 
Mr. O'Neal of Georgia for, with Mr. Celler 

against. 
Mr. Baring for, with Mr. Matsunaga against. 
Mr. Roush for, with Mr. Trimble against. 
Mr. Whitten for, with Mr. Blatnik against. 
Mr. Stephens for, with Mr. Farnsley against. 
Mr. Mailliard for, with Mr. Carey against. 
Mr. Broomfield for, with Mr. Ashley against. 
Mr. Hall for, with Mr. Rivers of Alaska 

against. 
Mr. Brown of California for, with Mr. 

Hays against. 
Mr. Bell for, with Mr. Toll against. 
Mr. Mathias for, with Mr. Corman against. 
Mr. MacGregor for, with Mr. Powell against. 

• Mr. Fino for, with Mr. Van Deerlin against. 
Mr. CUnningham for, with Mr. Senner 

against. 
Mr. King of New York for, with Mr. 

Schisler against. 
Mr. Conable for, with Mr. O'Brien against. 
Mr. Harsha for, with Mr. Morris against. 
Mr. Curtis for, with Mr. White of Idaho 

against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Mills with Mr. Ellsworth. 
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Walker of Missis-

sippi. 
Mr. Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Herlong. 
Mr. Wright with Mr. Flynt. 
Mr. Willis with Mr. Conyers. 

Mr. CLANCY changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. · 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ''ayes" ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The ·yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 237, nays 146, not voting 49, as 
follows: 

Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Annunzio 
Arends 
Aspinall 
Ayres 
Bandstra. 
Barrett 
Bates 
Beckworth 
Bennett 
Bingham 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 

[Roll No. 165) 
YEA&-237 

Bolton 
Brademas 
Brooks 
Burke 
Burton, Calif. 
Byrne, Pa. 
Cahill 
Callan 
Cameron 
Chelf 
Clark 
Cleveland 
Clevenger 
Cohelan 
Conte 
Cooley 
Cor.bett 
C'raley 

Culver 
Daddario 
Daniels 
Dawson 
Delaney 
Dent 
Denton 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Donohue 
Dow 
-Downing 
Dulski 
Duncan, Oreg. 
Dwyer 
Dyal 
Edmondson 
Edwards, Calif. 

Evans, Colo. Keogh 
Evins, Tenn. King, Calif. 
Fallon King, Utah 
Farbstein Kirwan 
Farnum Kluczynski 
Fascell Krebs 
Feighan Kunkel 
Flood Kupferman 
Fogarty Long, Md. 
Foley Love 
Ford, Gerald R. McCarthy 
Ford, McDade 

William D. McDowell 
Fraser McFall 
Frelinghuysen McGrath 
Friedel McVicker 
Fulton, Pa. Macdonald 
Fulton, Tenn. Machen 
Gallagher Mackay 
Garma tz Mackie 
Giaimo Madden 
Gibbons Mahon 
Gilbert Martin, Mass. 
Gilitgan Matthews 
Gonzalez May 
Grabowski Meeds 
Gray Miller 
Green, Oreg. Minish 
Green, Pa. Mink 
Greigg Monagan 
Grider Moorhead 
Griffiths Morgan 
Hagen, Calif. Morrison 
Halleck Morse 
Halpern Morton 
Hamilton Moss 
Hanley Multer 
Hanna Murphy, Dl. 
Hansen, Iowa Murphy, N.Y. 
Hardy Murray 
Hathaway Natcher 
Hawkins Nedzi 
Hebert Nelsen 
Hechler Nix 
Helstoski O'Hara, Dl. 
Hicks O'Hara, Mich. 
Holifield Olsen, Mont. 
Holland Olson, Minn. 
Horton O'Neill, Mass. 
Howard Ottinger 
Huot Patman 
Irwin Patten 
Jacobs Pelly 
Joelson Pepper 
Johnson, Calif. Perkins 
Jones, Ala. Philbin 
Karsten Pickle 
Karth Pike 
Kastenmeier Pirnie 
Kee Price 
Keith Pucinski 
Kelly Purcell 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Anderson, Dl. 
Andrews, 

GeorgeW. 
Andrews, 

Glenn 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Ashbrook 
Ashmore 
Battin 
Belcher 
Berry 
Betts 
Bow 
Bray 
Brock 
Brown, C'lar-

ence J., Jr. 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burleson 
Burton, Utah 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cabell 
Callaway 
Carter 
Casey 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
C'lancy 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Collier 
Colmer 
Cramer 
Curtin 
Dague 

NAYB-146 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
de la Garza 
Derwinski 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Dole 
Dorn 
Dowdy 
Duncan, Tenn. 
Edwards, Ala. 
Erlenborn 
Everett 
Findley 
Fisher 
Fountain 
Fuqua 
Gathings 
Gettys 
Goodell 
Gross 
Grover 
Gubser 
Gurney 
Haley 
Hansen, Idaho 
Harvey, Ind. 
Harvey, Mich. 
Henderson 
Hosmer 
Hull 
Hungate 
Hutchinson 
!chord 
Jarman 
Jennings 
Johnson, Okla. 
Johnson, Pa. 
Jonas 
Jones, Mo. 
Jones, N.C. 
Kornegay 

15749 
Quie 
Rees 
Reid, N.Y. 
Resnick 
Reuss 
Rhodes, Pa. 
Rivers, S.C'. 
Robison 
Rodino 
Rogers, Colo. 
Ronan 
Roncalio 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Ryan 
StGermain 
St. Onge 
Scheuer 
Schmidhauser 
Schweiker 
Selden 
Sickles 
Sisk 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa. 
Springer 
Sta1ford 
Staggers 
Stalbaum 
Steed 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Sull1van 
Sweeney 
Teague, Cali!. 
Teague, Tex. 
Tenzer 
Thomas 
Thompson, N .J. 
Thompson, Tex. 
Todd 
Tunney 
Tupper 
Udall 
Ullman 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Vivian 
Waldie 
Watts 
Weltner 
Widnall 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Woltr 
Wydler 
Yates 
Young 
Zablocki 

Laird 
Langen 
Latta 
Leggett 
Lennon 
Lipscomb 
Long, La. 
McClory 
McCulloch 
McEwen 
McMillan 
Marsh 
Martin, Ala. 
Martin, Nebr. 
Michel 
Minshall 
Mize 
Moeller 
Moore 
Mosher 
O'Konski 
Passman 
Poage 

. Po1f 
Pool , 
Quillen 
Race 
Randall 
Redlin 
Reid, Dl. 
Reifel 
Reinecke 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Roberts 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Tex. 
Roudebush 
Rumsfeld 
Satterfield 
Saylor 
Schneebeli 
Secrest 
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Shipley 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Skubitz 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, N.Y. 
Smith, Va. 
Stanton 
Talcott 

Taylor Whalley 
Thomson, Wis. White, Tex. 
Tuck Whitener 
Tuten Williams 
Utt Wilson, Bob 
Waggonner Wyatt 
Walker, N.Mex. Younger 
Watkins 
watson 

NOT VOTING-49 
Ashley Flynt Powell 
Baring Hagan, Ga. Rivers, Alaska 
Bell Hall Roush 
Blatnik Hansen, Wash. Schisler 
Broomfield Harsha Scott 
Brown, Calif. Hays Senner 
carey Herlong Stephens 
Celler King, N.Y. Toll 
Conable Landrum Trimble 
Conyers MacGregor Van Deerlln 
Corman Mailliard Walker, Miss. 
cunningham Mathias White, Idaho 
Curtis Matsunaga Whitten · · 
Edwards, La. Mills Willis 
Ellsworth Morris Wright 
Farnsley O'Brien 
Fino O'Neal, Ga. 

So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mrs. Hansen of Washington for, with Mr. 

Whitten against. 
Mr. Celler for, with Mr. Scott against. 
Mr. Matsunaga for, with Mr. O'Neal of 

Georgia against. 
Mr. Trimble for, with Mr. Baring against. 
Mr. Blatnik for, with Mr. Roush against. 
Mr. Carey for, with Mr. Stephens against. 
Mr. Hays for, with Mr. Brown of California 

against. 
Mr. Broomfield for, with Mr. Walker of 

Mississippi against. 
Mr. Mailliard for, with Mr. Hall against. 
Mr. MacGregor for, with Mr. King of New 

York against. 
Mr. Mathias for, with Mr. Fino against. 
Mr. Conable for, with Mr. Harsha against. 
Mr. Bell for, with Mr. Curtis against. 
Mr. Corman for, with Mr. Cunningham 

against. 
Mr. Rivers of Alaska for, with Mr. Hagan 

of Georgia against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Ashley with Mr. Toll, · 
Mr. Senner with Mr. Conyers. 
Mr. Farnsley with Mr. Flynt. 
Mr. Morris with Mr. Mills. 
Mr. Wright with Mr. Willis. 
Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. Herlong. 
Mr. Schisler with Mr. Edwards of Louisiana. 
Mr. White of Idaho with Mr. Powell. 
Mr. Landrum with Mr. O'Brien. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
R~ARKS 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
extend their remarks on the bill just 
passed. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

OUR NATION'S NEW MONUMENT 
COMMEMORATING THE OPENING 
OF THE WEST AFTER THE LOUI
SIANA PURCHASE, THE GATEWAY 
ARCH 

for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, 

throughout the history of our great 
country dreams of new and bold ventures 
have become realities when undertaken 
by an industrious, imaginative, and en
lightened people. Such is the story of 
our Nation's new monument commemo
rating the opening of the West after the 
Louisiana Purchase, the Gateway Arch. 

Mr. Speaker, I would call to the atten
tion of my colleagues an editorial ap
pearing in the Mexico Evening Ledger on 
June 30, 1966, and written by Mr. Robert 
M. White, editor. Mr. White's comments 
pay just tribute to a feat of which all 
Americans everywhere can be justifiably 
proud. 

for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, every cit

izen should.. be vitally concerned about 
what is happening in the money markets 
of this country. The economic and social 
gains of the past 6 years are in serious 
jeopardy today because of skyrocketing 
interest rates and the critical imbalance· 
in the national money supply. 

As a member of the Ways and Means 
Committee and a firm supporter of the 
new economics, I must hold this admin
istration responsible for the interest rate 
crisis. Without a cohesive program, 
this administration is floundering in 
monetary policy. In effect, the admin
istration is abdicating to William Mc
Chesney Martin the responsibilities for 

THE MARK oF ST. Louts economic policy. This is the sam.e Mar-
The Eiffel Tower means Paris. tin who, as Governor of the Federal Re-
The Brandenburg Gate means Berlin. serve Board, led us up and down the 
Red Square means Moscow. boom and bust cycles of the fifties. 
Times Square, New York. Today there is a major slump in resi-
The Golden Gate Bridge is San Francisco. dential construction and m· all the re-
And now the Gateway Arch will mean St. 

Louis. lated building industries. Builders pre-
The arch is unique, bold, graceful and im- diet that by the year's end new starts in 

pressive. housing will drop to 73 percent of the 
It already is bec9ming the pride of St. 1965 volume. We are on the verge of a 

Louis. In time, it will be known throughout lumber and building industries recession. 
the world. · The savings and loan institutions are The arch is officially The Gateway Arch 
commemorating the opening of the west badly hurt. The effect can only spread 
after the Louisiana Purchase. through other segments of the economy. 

It is the tallest monument in America- Only immediate attention and decisive 
630 feet. As a matter of fact, there are only action by the President can avert dis-
16 buildings in the country taller. astrous economic consequences. Today 

It is 75 feet taller than the Washington I am calling on the President to convene 
Monument. nf ith 1 d It is 180 feet taller than the Great Pyramid an emergency co erence w the ea -
of Cheops. ers of the Congress, members of the Fed-

The foundations of the arch are 60 feet eral Reserve Board, and housing and fi
below ground level, the lower 30 feet being in nancialleaders to formulate an effective 
bed rock. program to bring interest rates back into 

At the ground level each leg is a double line, and to reestablish a healthy balance 
steel-walled equilateral triangle with each among :financial institutions in the 
side measuring 54 feet at the base and 17 money market. 
feet at the top. 

There are 1,076 steps from the visitor cen- The Federal Reserve Board's unwar-
ter below the ground level to the top; how- ranted actions of last December have 
ever, a 40-passenger train will ride inside the been completely unsuccessful as brakes 
core of each leg. on the economy and, as I suggested at 

The engineering had to be so precise that that time, have served instead to throw 
surveying during erection of the steel sides the whole economy out of balance. The 
was done at night when the temperature of 4%-percent discount rate which the Fed-
each side of the three walls was equal. eral Reserve Board is currently charging There are many other facts and figures 
about the arch. for loans to member banks is the highest 

But the most interesting facts about it is discount rate since 1929. Economists 
this: throughout the country are alarmed that 

It's there. the Board has ignored the lesson of the 
It's there to become the pride of St. Louis. fifties-that peaks of high interest rates 

It's there to commemorate the vision of com- are invariably followed by recessions. 
munity leaders who said St. Louis needed a Almost without exception, the Federal 
symbol. It's there to honor the talent and 
imagination of its architect Eero Saarinen. Reserve has not decreased discount rates 
It's there proudly proclaiming the courage except as reaction to declining gross 
of the citizen's committee who selected national product. Even today, I read 
Saarinen's daring proposal • • •. with alarm that another hike in the dis-

• • • It's there, like all really great mon- count rate and further increases in the 
uments, in towering tribute to man, himself, basic lens:Iing rate to commercial banks 
who always can, if only he will, do the seem- are anticipated. In the light of our "eco- · 
ingly impossible. nomic history, such an outrageous 

CITIZENS SHOULD BE CONCERNED 
ABOUT WHAT IS HAPPENING IN 
THE MONEY MARKETS OF THIS 
COUNTRY . 

increase can only lead to complete eco
nomic disaster. 

The money market today is in chaos. 

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, I ask Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

Federal securities are currently trading 
at an effective rate of 5¥4 percent. Com
mercial banks are responding to the Fed
eral Reserve's lead by continuing their 
interest rate escalation. On Friday, the unanimous consent to address the House unanimous consent to address the House 
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Chase Manhattan Bank of New York 
moved up its rate on dealer loans backed 
by Government securities to 6% percent 
from 6 Y4 percent. Loans to brokers 
backed with non-Government collateral 
are now commanding a 6-percent rate. 

The fierce competition between certifi
cates of deposit of the commercial banks 
and the commercial paper issues of 
finance companies quickened when Wal
ter E. Heller & Co. announced a rate 
jump from 5% to 5% percent on the 
short-term commercial paper it sells 
directly to investors. This action will 
obviously restrict the ability of commer
cial bankers to obtain funds for lending. 

The tightening money situation is 
threatening to pressure the commercial 
banks to raise the "prime" rate even 
higher than the current 5% percent that 
the banks charge to their most gilt-edged 
customers. The competition for cash is 
now intensified by rising yields of sales 
participation offerings up to 5.75 percent 
by the Federal National Mortgage Asso
ciation. Tax-exempt securities are ex
periencing corresponding interest cost 
rises. 

The Federal Reserve Board worsened 
the money situation in December by per
mitting a 5%-percent interest rate on 
certificates of deposit issued by com
mercial banks-a rate which by now is 
commonplace in the banks. Investors 
are withdrawing their funds from sav
ings and loan institutions to cash in on 
the attractive interest rates elsewhere. 

The net inflow of fands to savings 
and loans-new savings less withdraw
als-for the first 5 months of this 
year were the smallest since 1951. The 
May figures, the most recent available, 
show that withdrawals increased by 38 
percent from a year ago. The quarter 
ending in April showed a loss of $744 
million in savings. The Idaho Savings 
& Loan Association was forced to close 
its four offices on July 7, even though it 
was offering 5 percent on regular savings 
accounts ancl 5.5 percent on 48-month 
certificates. A savings and loan asso
ciation in Oregon, in the district which 
I represent, reports that it has not made 
a single new loan commitment since 
April 20. A year ago this same associa
tion was averaging $400,000 a month 
in loans. 

The only remedy that the Federal 
Reserve Board has offered to correct the 
maldistribution of money is to raise the 
reserves that banks must hold against 
time deposits from 4 percent to 5 per
cent. The action was quicky denounced 
as too little, too late by spokesmen for 
the savings and loans, many of our col
leagues in the Congress, and Comptroller 
of the Currency, James J. Saxon. 

The housing industry is dramatically 
affected by the removal of funds from 
sources which traditionally lend money 
for the purchase of homes. The number 
of new mortgages granted fell 5 percent 
in April from March, and 9 percent from 
April 1965. 

The Chairman of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Board, John E. Horne, re_
ports that the . interest rate on older 
homes--conventional home mortgages
was up to 6.09 percent in April 1966, 

compared with 5.89 percent in April 
1965. For new homes the rate rise for 
the corresponding period was from 5.74 
percent to 5.99 percent. Such fractional 
increases are of major significance on a · 
30-year mortgage. In my Congressional 
District, FHA mortgages require up to 
7 points discount. Conventional mort
gages are being limited in many areas 
to one-third down and 63,4 percent in
terest. 

In May, new housing starts dropped 
13 percent from the preceding month to 
the lowest level in 3% years. Industry 
spokesmen are now unanimous in pre
dicting a drop in new housing starts 
from a 1.5 million-unit level in 1965 to 
1.1-million units in 1966, based on de
creasing volumes in the first 4 months 
of this year. Contrast these totals with 
the 2 million homes a year outlined by 
the recent White House Commission on 
Civil Rights as a minimum requirement 
if we are to make any impact on solving 
the problem of the urban ghettoes of the 
Nation. 

The decline in the real estate market 
is immediately affecting the lumber and 
building trades industries. The eco
nomic difficulties which will result if the 
housing situation continues to deterio
rate are readily apparent. On the esti
mated basis of 2 man-years of labor 
for the construction of a single house, a 
decrease of 400,000 in new homes will 
mean the loss of 800,000 jobs in the labor 
market. A home construction decrease 
of this magnitude will cut the lumber 
market by close to 5 billion board feet. 

Mr. Speaker, as you know, I represent 
a State which leads the Nation in lumber 
production. The interest rate escalation 
vitally affects the livelihood of many of 
my constituents. But the impact on the 
homebuilding and lumber industries 
will be reflected nationally when home 
prices soar and financing becomes in
creasingly difficult. A building industry 
recession will reach into every congres
sional district in this country. What 
good is it for this Congress to pass land
mark legislation in the housing area 
when nothing is done about an economy 
Which is drastically impairing the avail
ability of housing? 

Moreover, when the developments de
scribed above are considered with other 
economic factors, the plight of the home 
building industry and the savings and 
loan associations becomes the catalyst in 
a chain reaction. In spite of recent in
creases in the interest charges on install
ment loans for consumer goods by lead
ing New York banks, and the much pub
licized failure in automobile sales con
sumer installment credit has continued 
to escalate to 175.3 percent of its 1957-
59 average--compared with 159.2 per
cent in the first quarter of 1965. The 
high installment loan rates of the big 
banks have been obviously ineffectual in 
stemming the tide of consumer spend
ing. At the same time, manufacturer's 
inventories continued to rise throughout 
the spring while orders for goods re
mained stagnant. Economists are 
watching with concern corporate ex
penditures on new plants and equipment 
which are now 17 percent higher than 
in 1965's record year. 

My increasing anxiety over these eco
nomic bellwethers is reflected not only 
by my prompt response to the Federal 
Reserve Board's unwarranted action in 
December, but in correspondence I have 
directed to President Johnson and Vice 
President HuMPHREY. I call the atten
tion of the distinguished Members of this 
body to the content of these letters as 
included at the end of my remarks to
day. 

Many of my colleagues in the Congress 
are discussing the possibility of a tax 
increase as a method of cooling down 
the economy. An across-the-board tax 
hike is neither economically justified nor 
politically practical at this time. Al
though the tax cut was a key aspect of 
the new economics which gave an un
precedented 6 years of economic growth 
and stability, juggling of our income tax 
structure will, in my . judgment, never 
be acceptable or desirable as an economic 
regulatory device. The Members of the 
Ways and Means Committee in 1962 
were almost unanimous in that opinion. 

There is no one action that can re
store the balance in our economy. An 
effective program would include actions 
by the administration, by the Federal 
Reserve Board, by the Congress, by Gov
ernment agencies, and by financial insti
tutions. Lowering of discount rates, in
creasing reserve requirements, and Open 
Market Committee bond purchases would 
come under Federal Reserve Board juris
diction. Stoppage of all "Fannie May" 
and sales participation offerings should 
be considered by the Treasury. Imme
diate repeal of the investment tax credit 
should be examined. Passage of an ex
cess profits tax, especially in war indus
tries, should be considered, as should 
restrictions on installment buying and 
restraint in Federal appropriations. 
From a wide variety of tools, a concise 
program of action should be recom
mended to the President and Congress. 

Mark Twain would likely say, "Every
body worries about the economy, but no
body does anything about it." That is 
my concern. Who is going to take the 
leadership in restoring sanity to our na
tional monetary policies? Obviously, 
only the President commands the respect 
and authority to marshal the forces 
needed to correct the situation. 

I urge the President to take this op
portunity to call a conference at which 
the leaders of the Congress, the members 
of the Federal Reserve Board, the offi
cials of the Treasury, and other inter
ested Government agencies, and experts 
from all segments of the housing and 
financial communities may face up to the 
money crisis that threatens our Nation 
and develop a program for its improve
ment. In his state of the Union message 
to the Congress last January, the Presi
dent spoke of "creative federalism" in 
dealing with the problems of the Nation. 
What more appropriate time to give sub
stance to these words than now. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.C., June 27, 1966. 
Hon. LYNDON B. JoHNSON, 

The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As a member of the 
Ways and Means Committee I have strongly 
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supported the '!new economics" of your 
l).dministration, and · in my public state
ments have been an outspoken advocate of 
policies to promote sustained growth in the 
economy. I regret very deeply that I now 
must strongly differ with the Administration 
on what I consider to be an abandonment of 
the principles we have been following. 

In my judgment, unless corrective action 
is taken soon, the tight money policies im
posed by the Federal Reserve Board and 
supported by recent actions of your Admin
istration will destroy the economic gains we 
havemade. · 

Within the past week, I had an extended 
conference with Secretary Fowler and Gard
ner Ackley on this matter. Although they 
were most cordial and helpful, they did not 
offer any satisfactory hope that actions 
would be taken to bring interest rates back 
into line. Mr. President, the near panic 
rush throughout the financial community in 
recent months to hike interest rates has 
raised a warning of impending consequences 
that cannot be d1sregRrded. Only a direct 
action by your office can reverse this dis
astrous trend. 

I submit, Mr. President, '·hat this Admin
istration cannot afford either politically or 
economically to be swept along, compounding 
the initial folly of the Federal Reserve 
Board, by engaging in such high interest 
policies as 5% per cent sales participation 
offerings and increased Federal loan rates. 
Every instrument of government should be 
marshaled to restore the healthy balance of 
monetary and fiscal policy required for con
tinued prosperity. Through the ruccesses 
of the past five years, we are on the verge 
of proving to ourselves and to the world thBt 
by enlightened government policies, a J: -:-!vate 
enterprise economy can avoid the boom-and
bust cycles and can accelerate growth to meet 
the challenges of unemployment, expanding 
population, and economic opportunity for 
all. The lack of restraint in the use of mone
tary policy will surely bring this successful 
era to an end. 

Just as a mixed monetar:· and fiscal policy 
has proved successful in generating growth, 
the same mixture is essential in restraining 
on overheating economy. High interest rates 
will not do the job. They are inflationary in 
themselves. They have not succeeded in 
slowing investment in plant capacity, not-
with the single exception of housing-have 
they slowed the rising level of personal debt. 
They have instead contributed significantly 
to higher costs that are certain to be reflected 
in the consumer price index. 

In the area of fiscal restraints, I recognize 
that the Administration has made a con
certed effort to hold down expenditures and 
to reduce operating costs to a minimum. In 
addition, however, I hope that consideration 
will be given to other fiscal tools that will 
go directly to the danger points in the econ
omy. Revisions in the Investment Tax 
Credit may be in order, to make its provisions 
applicable only to businesses and industries 
where expansion is vital to national defense 
or to encourage continued growth in other 
selective areas that are important to the na
tional interest. Because of the sacrifices in 
11 ves and resources being made to fulfill our 
commitment in Vietnam, it may also be ap
propriate to consider means of curbing ex
cess profits, particularly among defense
oriented industries. A request for standby 
authority in these and other areas of taxa
tion might well provide the psychological re
straint necessary to bring inflationary pres
sures under control without hindering a de
sirable rate of growth. 

You, Mr. President, are the only one who 
can effectively express and implement the 
basic policies and programs to meet this 
crisis in our economy. I urge you to do so. 

Sincerely, 
AI. ULLMAN, 

Member of Congress. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., July 13, 1966. 

Hon. LYNDON B. JoHNSON, 
The W-hite House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Since my letter to 
you of June 27, the nation's monetary and 
financial crisis has worsened. Daily reports 
of rising interest costs, the drastic decline in 
housing starts, and other indications of weak 
spots in the economy give me caus-e for 
serious concern about continued economic 
growth and the attainment of other objec
tives of your Administration. 

The problem is of such magnitude that in 
my judgment only your personal leadership 
and influence can bring about a reversal of 
the interest rate spiral. I respectfully sug
gest, Mr. President, that a conference should 
be convened among appropriate members of 
your Cabinet, Congressional leaders, mem
bers of the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve Board, leaders of the housing indus
try, representatives of private and public 
financial institutions and other affected in
terests for the purpose of formulating a con
certed program to bring interest rates back 
into line and to reestablish a balance in the 
money markets of the nation. 

I am enclosing a copy of a statement, pre
pared for delivery in the House of Repre
sentatives, which outlines in greater detail 
the reasons for my growing concern. 

Sincerely yours, 
AI. ULLMAN, 

Member of Congress. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED ST..ATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.C., JuZy 5, 1966. 
Hon. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
The Vice President, 
Washington, D.c. 

DEAR MR. VICE PRESIDENT: I am Writing to 
you about this matter only because of my 
grave concern for the political and economic 
consequences if action is not taken soon to 
alter the present course of policy. 

My apprehension over runaway interest 
rates and the apparent impotency of the 
Administration to cope with the current 
crisis in monetary policy cannot be overem
phasized. A recent meeting with Secretary 
Fowler and Gardner Ackley served to sharpen 
my concern because it was apparent that the 
Administration has no positive policy to 
counter these damaging trends. I am en
closing a copy of the letter I wrote to Presi
dent Johnson following that meeting. 

Mr. Vice President, a continuation of pres
ent policies can lead to only one result--a 
serious recession in the home building in
dustry, the effects of which will be felt first 
and hardest in the nation's lumber produc
ing areas. The people affected will not be 
satisfied with a finger of blame put on the 
Federal Reserve Board. The President and 
his Administration will be held responsible. 

Throughout our public careers, we have 
both worked to encourage and facilitate 
home ownership among a larger segment ·of 
the American population. To me this per
sonifies one of the most worthy objectives of 
our free society. Yet, the monetary policies 
of this Administration threaten to deprive 
millions of Americans of the privilege of 
owning their own homes. At the same time, 
those policies will adversely affect those 
working in construction, lumber and re
lated industries. To single out this one seg
ment to take the dose of anti-inflationary 
medicine for the entire economy is inex
cusable. 

Spokesmen for the Administration are 
quick to denounce any increase in prices 
which reflect in the cost of living index-and 
I am not belittling their cause for concern
but where are the voices of indignation and 
concern over the 25 per cent hike in prime 
interest rates in recent months? Where are 

the ·positive policies necessary to prevent · a 
disastrous decline in one of the most basic 
industries in America? Where is the con
cern over the very real impact that high in
terest rates, themselves, have on inflated 
prices? 

Because of the high interest rate policies 
instituted by the Federal Reserve Board and 
concurred in by this Administration we are 
on our .way to a recession in the lumber in
dustry. There is no reason why such a thing 
should or must happen, but it will happen 
unless this Administration moves immedi
ately and forcefully to bring interest rates 
back to acceptable levels and to institute 
monetary policies that reflect the real ne-eds 
of our economy. 

Because of the seriousness of this problem, 
and its broad implications, I hope this mat
ter will receive your personal and urgent 
attention. 

Sincerely yours, 
AI. ULLMAN, 

Member of Congress. 

A STEADFAST ALLY 
Mr. CABELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is -there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CABELL. Mr. Speaker, as we all 

know, Australia is a stanch ally in the 
battle for liberty in southeast Asia. 
Australian troops are fighting alongside 
our men in South Vietnam. 

Thus it was hardly unexpected, but 
certainly welcome, to hear Prime Min
ister Holt of Australia reaffirm his coun
try's support when he visited President 
Johnson in Washington last month. 

The Dallas Morning News recalls that 
the Prime Minister promised Australia 
would stand with us as long as seems 
necessary to win in Vietnam. The news
paper also notes that strong backing was 
pledged during the recent SEATO con
ference in Sydney. 

We have fought together in both 
World Wars, in Korea, and now in Viet
nam, the News states in an editorial. 
And neither should ever lose sight of the 
other's friendship. 

This editorial on a partnership that 
will surely be preserved is one I would 
like to see in the RECORD. 

[From the Dallas Morning News, 
July 1, 1966] 

A STEADFAST ALLY 
Australians have reaffirmed their friend

ship for Americans. In Washington, Prime 
Minister Harold Holt promised to stand with 
our nation "as long as seems necessary to 
win in Viet Nam." Similar strong backing 
was pledged during the Southeast Asia 
Treaty Organization conference in Sydney. 

Contrasting sharply with the attitude of 
such longtime allies as Great Britain, and to 
an even greater extent France, Australians' 
support is deeply appreciated. But all of us 
should recall that this is nothing new. 

Aussies and Americans fought together al
most half a century .ago on World War I 
battlefields in France. They battled crack 
Nazi troops across North Africa in the Sec
ond World War. In Korea, there were the 
tough, husky and courageous men from 
Down Under to withstand communism along 
with Americans. 

In VietNam, the U.S.-sized continent with 
a population only 1 million more than that ~f 



July 14, 1966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 15753 
Texas, is supply fighting men in significant 
numbers, as well as supporting forces. , 

Dedication to freedom and democracy, as 
well as clear vision of self-interest, inspires 
Australians as it does Americans. Australia 
has seen Oriental foes on her doorstep and 
knows the need of self-protection. But the 
descendants of those pioneers who con
quered that continent, while our forebearers 
were pushing- westward here, also fight for 
ideals. 

As Australians have not forgotten our aid 
in the 1940s, Americans, we trust, will never 
lose sight of their friendship. 

THE MILITARY SHOULD LIVE UP 
TO THE EQUAL EMPLOYMENT 
OPPORTUNITY ACT AND EMPLOY 
QUALIFIED WOMEN 
Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Speaker, at 

this time, I would like to congratulate 
Secretary McNamara and the President 
on the savings that the Secretary has 
made in military procurement. As a 
member of Senator DouGLAs' Subcom
mittee of the Joint Economic Committee, 
which has followed these efforts, I have 
been quite conversant with the method 
in which savings have been achieved, 
and now I would like to point out one 
other great opportunity for the Secretary 
of Defense to save money. I would like 
to suggest that he promote qualified 
women within the Defense Department 
in place of bringing at great cost un
qualified men to fill positions. . Today, 
I am in receipt of a letter from a woman 
working at a military base, who points 
out with names and dates the published 
requirements for a position. She is now 
working unassigned as a supervisor, but 
when she asked for the title and the 
money that went with it, the military 
master sergeant in charge of her section 
said: 

I will not have any * * * feather
merchant women supervisors. We have 
plenty of qualified 7-level military who will 
do the supervision. 

On one job which she asked for the 
qualifications were-4 years college; 2 
years teaching experience; and 2 years 
Air Force supply experience. She was 
told that she was unqualified, although 
she had two degrees, years of teaching 
experience, and years as a civil servant. 
.The military brought a man and his fam
lly from an area more than a thousand 
miles away. He had no college, no. de
gree, and no teaching experience. At 
the end of 1 year he left. They again 
refused the position to the woman and 
selected a man with no college, no de
gree, no teaching, and no Air Force ex
perience. He also was brought with his 
family-all expenses paid from an area 
thousands of miles away. The Air Force 
spent several thousands of dollars hiring 
and moving these two men and waived 
all public job requirements. 

My correspondent further pointed out: 
I am tired of training my supervisors and 

tired of not having credit for devotion to 

duty. Since April 26 of this year I have had 
four different military supervisors and am 
forced to cajole them and abide by their 
whims lest I be classified as uncooperative 
and they begin to document me for in
subordination. I grit my teeth to keep my 
mouth shut when our master sergeant struts 
down the office aisle and bellows "these • * • 
civilians are just like the Air Force missiles
they won't work and you can't fire them." 

My correspondent also makes the 
statement: · 

I have nothing in my files to indicate I 
am an unsatisfactory employee and I feel 
that part of the Air Force belongs to me and 
that all of the Communists aren't in foreign 
countries. 

I direct Secretary McNamara's atten
t~on to this incredible waste of money, 
time, and talent, and I furt;her suggest 
that he reread the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Act and advise the military 
that if civil servants can put up with 
them, they can put up with civilians. 

SECURITY AND SECRECY 
Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, one of the 

major continuing problems we face is bal
ancing the need for secrecy required by 
our national security with the traditions 
of public inform.ation in a free society. 

The problem shows itself in many 
forms from time to time. During the 
present fighting in Vietnam, it becomes 
increasingly critical. · 

I would like to call attention to an arti
cle which appeared in the Washington 
Post on July 7, 1966, which was copied 
from the Los Angeles Times. This story 
outlines the measures being taken by our 
forces to minimize the effectiveness of 
surface-t<Y-air missiles used against our 
aircraft in Vietnam. 

It may well be that much of this in
formation was known to the enemy, yet 
this article seems to reveal much more 
information than is wise. My own mili
tary experience did not involve the Air 
Force, but I have talked with a number 
of officers in the Air Force who share my 
belief that the facts in this article go 
beyond what discretion would reveal. 

This is not meant to criticize the re
porter who wrote the story nor the news
paper which printed it. Obviously it was 
based on material which was given by 
military officials. It is they who should 
have exercised more caution. 

It has often seemed to me that the De
fense Department goes to excessive 
lengths to stamp as confidential informa
tion which is widely disseminated in the 
press. Here is an instance in which the 
Defense Department apparently allowed 
its interest in publicity to overcome prop
er caution about a vital security matter. 

The article follows: 
[From the Washington Post, July 7, 1966] 

How U.S. PLANES EVADE MISSILES 

Aerial teamwork, highly secret electronic 
devices and split-second evasive tactics have 

combined to virtually nullify the threat of 
Russian-built surface-to-air missiles (SAMs) 
against U.S. planes attacking North Vietnam. 

Early this year, U.S. officials reported that 
the Soviet-built SAMs, thanks to new Ameri
can tactics, had only about 5 per cent effec
tiveness. That is, only about 1 of every 20 
SAMs launched hit a U.S. target. The per.
centage has dropped even further since then. 

Although details of SAM-thwarting equip
ment and tactics are a closely held secret, 
they are based on the fact that the SAM-2 
missiles provided to North Vietnam are radar
guided beam riders. 

Planes specially equipped with electronics 
countermeasures accompany strike aircraft. 
Their equipment seeks to detect the beams 
from ground radar guidance stations when 
North Vietnamese crews begin to track tar
gets. 

Using electronics equipment aboard the 
planes, the countermeasures' operators seek 
to confuse the radar beam through trans
mitting beams of their own. 

After the missile is launched, it can make 
major adjustments in its flight path only 
during the time that the rocket engine is 
still burning. After second stage burnout, 
the SAM travels at about twice the speed of 
sound along the course set by the burning 
rocket motor. 

In the evasive action, U.S. planes attempt, 
in effect, to duck under the line-of-sight in
visible beam and make such drastic changes 
in flight course as to make it difficult for 
radar to remain "locked on." 

ADMINISTRATION ANTICS GIVE 
FARMERS NIGHTMARES 

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
addre.ss the House for 1 minute, to revise 
and extend my remarks and to include 
extrai1eous matter. 
. The SPEAKER. _ Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
North Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr. 

Speaker, an article in this Monday's New 
York Times was brought to my attention 
which certainly makes me wonder just 
what this administration is using for 
commonsense these days. The article, 
which I request unanimous consent to in
clude in the RECORD, tells of a New York 
investor who is going to set up a company 
in Rumania to breed and process more 
than 300,000 hogs a year with the prod
ucts to be sold in the United States. 
Seventy-two percent of his financing will 
come from the American taxpayer 
through the Export-Import Bank. 

Lately those of us from rural areas
Democrats and Republicans alike-have 
been concerned about the anti-farm at
titude of' this administration with its 
hide export controls, cheese import in
creases and the cutbacks of domestic 
meat purchases for the military, reduc
tions in school lunch and school milk 
funds-all designed to push down farm 
prices. 

We are all agreed that we have to do 
what we · can to help underdeveloped 
countries build a viable agriculture so 
they may feed their people, but this is 
an entirely different operation. 

This plan to use Export-Import Bank 
funds to set up a hog feeding and proc
essing operation in a foreign country
and a Communist one at that--to sell 
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pork products to the American consumer 
goes even further than anyone could 
imagine in his wildest nightmare. 

It seems strange that at the very same 
time President Johnson was in Iowa 2 
weeks ago telling the farmers that he 
did not really mean what he was doing 
to them, his people back in Washington 
were finalizing this deal to finance the 
production of 60 million pounds of Com
munist pork to be sold in U.S. markets 
in competition with American farmers. 

Mr. President, I submit that if the 
taxpayers' money is going to be used to 
establish agricultural processing plants, 
let us do it in this country where our 
farmers help pay the taxes that support 
this Nation. 
(From the New York Times, July 11, 1966] 
U.S. INVESTOR MAKES RUMANIA PORK DEAL 

BELGRADE, Yugoslavia, July 10.-Milton A. 
Gordon, a New York investor, has announced 
here that he has signed an agreement with 
a Bucharest company for processing Ruma
nian pork products and selling them in th~ 
United States. 

Mr. Gordon said last week the arrange
ment between his company, International 
Markets, Inc., and Prodexport, the Rumanian 
trade company, will call for breeding and 
processing of -more than 300,000 pigs a year. 

Intercontinental will design a packing 
plant, probably to be situated near ·the 
Danube, and will supply about $8-million 
worth of modern American-made equipment 
for the process. 

Mr. Gordon added that the output would 
be worth about $10-million a year for the 
next decade. He said he would get credits 
from the Export-Import bank for 72 per 
cent of the project and financing from 
American banks for another 12 per cent. 
The remaining funds are to be provided by 
Prod export. 

DROPPING OF ANTITRUST SUIT 
AGAINST ANHEUSER-BUSCH 

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Speaker, On Jan

uary 31, 1962, the Department of Justice 
filed a civil antitrust complaint against 
the Anheuser-Busch Corp.'s acquisition 
of a portion of the Rahr Malting Co. 
Describing Anheuser-Busch as "the 
largest beer producer in the country," 
the complaint said: 

Rahr will be substantially curtailed as a 
vital source of supply for independent 
breweries in competition with Anheuser
Busch; Anheuser will be eliminated as a 
customer for other malting companies; and 
Anheuser's advantage over smaller compet
ing breweries may lessen competition. 

On May 24, 1966, $10,000 was con
tributed to the President's Club by eight 
individuals associated with Anheu.ser
Busch. 

On June 17, 1966, the antitrust suit 
against Anheuser-Busch was dropped on 
the grounds that "further prosecution of 
the case was not warranted.'' 

The eight contributors, en bloc, to the 
President's Club in May 1966 were as 
follows: 
Mr. August A. Busch, Jr. (President)- $2,000 
Mrs. August A. Busch, Jr____________ 2, 000 
Mr. August A. Busch, III (Vice Pres.)_ 1, 000 
Mrs. August A. Busch, III__________ 1, 000 
Mr. Richard Meyer (Exec. Vice Pres.)_ 1, 000 
Mns. Richard Meyer---------------- 1, 000 
Mr. Alfred Fleishman (Public Rela-

tions)---------------------------- 1,000 
Mrs. Alfred Fleishman______________ 1, 000 

The reports made by the President's 
Club to the Clerk of the House of Rep
resentatives reveal no contributions by 
any of these individuals in prior years. 

Mr. Speaker, several disquieting re
ports on the President's Club have been 
given to the public by reliable journalists. 
Walter Pincus, writing in the Washing
ton Star of September 24, 1964, said that, 
in soliciting members for this club, offi
cials of the Democratic National Com
mittee planted the idea "that contribu
tors to the party in power would be able 
to gain an advantage in their dealings 
with the Government if they were mem
bers of the President's Club.'' 

The columnists Robert S. Allen and 
Paul Scott made the following report 
on the President's Club on May 17, 1966: 

"The President's Club is st111 very exclu
sive although it has been in existence since 
1961," says Clifton Carter, Democratic Na
tional Committee executive director, in 
soliciting new members. "Its members are 
assu:-ed of direct relationship with President 
Johnson." 

Carter explains that in addition to being 
asked to White House social functions, 
"members who want to talk to the President, 
the Vice President, or one of their assistants, 
have only to contact my office. Members will 
immediately be put in contact with whom
ever they want to reach.'' 

and their families, suddenly and simul
taneously, as manna from above, drop 
$10,000 into the President's Club? These 
questions should be speedily and fully 
answered. 

THE ANHEUSER-BUSCH ANTITRUST 
CASE 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
Missouri? · 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, I can

not tell from the news story in the Wash
ington Post this morning on the minority 
leader's press conference yesterday 
whether the Anheuser-Busch antitrust 
case was specifically mentioned by the 
minority leader in his remarks, or 
whether, by some fermentation of the 
news, the reporters just assumed this 
might be the sort of thing Mr. FORD was 
referring to. The news story refers only 
to Anheuser-.Busch, however, and so I 
imagine the finger must have been 
pointed rather directly at that company. 

That being the case, Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Wash
ington Post article be inserted at this 
point in the RECORD, because I feel that 
it documents the facts fairly as to the 
Anheuser-Busch people and destroys the 
charges implied or rumored or hinted at 
by the minority leader. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Missouri? -

There was no objection. 
The article is as follows: 

In his sales pitch, Carter stresses that GIFTS QuASHED TRUST SUITs, GOP IMPLIES 
President Johnson uses the Club's member- (By George Lardner, Jr., Washington Post 
ship list to solicit advice in making appoint- staff writer) 
ments and "in developing a consensus on 
important domestic and foreign issues." House Republican leaders yesterday 

dropped loud hints of Administration favors 
Mr. Speaker, in the light of this in- for members of the high-priced President's 

formation about the President~s Club, the Club. 
sequence of events which I have outlined At a press conference on Capitol Hill, 
raises serious ethical questions in the House Minority Leader GERALD R. FoRD 
mind of any reasonable person. (Mich.) said "some very disturbing rumors 

(were) floating around Washington about 
Top Justice Department representa- the dismisal of certain anti-trust actions 

tives met with me this morning and as- • • • and contributions to the President's 
sured .me that the decision in this case Club." 
was based on the merits alone. I have FoRD made no charges of wrong-doing. He 
great respect for the personal integrity named no names. 
of both the Attorney General, Mr. Kat- A check of official records showed that 

three executives of the Anheuser-Busch Co. 
zenbach, and the Assistant Attorney and their wives paid out $8000 for member-
General, Mr. Donald Turner. I would ship in the President's Club less than a 
not believe they would participate in any month before the Justice Department 
wrongdoing. .dropped an anti-trust suit against the com-

Ass-qming competent career Justice pany. 
Department attorneys determined inde- The Justice Department quickly issued a 
pendently that the case against An- statement saying the antitrust suit was 
heuser-Busch should be dropped, ques- dropped on its merits alone. 
tions outside the Department remain un- The head of the brewery's public relations 

firm and his wife joined up, too, with con-
answered. What contacts, if any, dur- tributions of $1000 each, the minimum price 
ing this critical period were made by of a year's membership. 
Democratic National Committee person- Records filed with the Clerk of the House 
nel with Anheuser-Busch officials? Was showed all $10,000 in contributions came on 
reference made in such conversations to May 24· 
th d . t•t t "t? Wh t The Justice Department dropped the anti

e pen Ing an 1 rus SUI a repre- - trust suit against Anheuser-Busch in Federal 
sentations were made to Anheuser- District court in st. Louis on June 17. 
Busch about the antitrust case? Why "We understand Republican congressmen 
did top executives of Anheuser-Busch, are making hay on it," said Alfred Fleish-
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man, board chairman of Fleishman-Hillard 
Inc., the St. Louis public relations firm that 
handles Anheuser-Busch's account. 

He scoffed at the idea that the dismissal 
had anything_ to do with the memberships in 
the President's Club. 

"There's one word for it--pTeposterous," 
he said. "You win 'em and you lose 'em 
with antitrust." 

Contributing $1000 each to the Club along 
Fleishman and his wife were A. A. Busch 
III, the brewery firm's general manager, and 
his wife, and Richard A. Meyer, executive 
vice president, and his wife. 

A. A. Busch Jr., president and chairman 
of the board at Anheuser-Busch, and his 
wife, each contributed $2000. 

In a late afternoon statement prompted 
by Ford's remarks, Attorney General Nicholas 
deB. Katzenbach said only two antitrust 
suits were voluntarily dropped by the Justice 
Department this year (two .other dismissals 
were forced by bank merger legislation). 

"I have no idea whether executives of any 
of these companies contribute to the Demo
cratic, Republican or any other party," Kat
zenbach said. "Reviews of the cases after 
all the evidence had been accumulated in
dicated that further prosecution was not 
warranted." 

The case dismissed against Anheuser
Busch was a civil suit filed in 1962 over the 
brewery's acquisition of a malting company 
plant. It charged that the acquisition of a 
source of malt for making beer was unlawful 
under the Clayton Antitrust Act. 

The only other case the Justice Depart
ment decided to drop was dismissed yester
day. It involved another :tour-year-old civil 
suit charging six leading paper manufac
turers with conspiring to hold down the 
prices they paid for pulpwood. 

Fleishman said Anheuser-Busch has been 
on the losing end of antitrust suits, too, de
spite a long record of contributions to the 

- Democratic Party. 
"The Busches as brewers have been Demo

crats ever since the repeal of Prohibition,'' he 
said in a telephone interview. "Johnson's a 
friend of 30 years' standing. Mr. Busch (Jr.) 
raised $100,000 at a hundred-dollar-a-plate 
dinner for Kennedy in 1960.'.' 

Yet, Fleishman said, Anheuser-Busch was 
forced to sell a Miami brewery it "bought 
five or six years ago" as the result of an anti
trust suit by the Justice Department. 

"Nobody thought there was any cause and 
effect then,'' he said. "This company is too 
big for any of that type of activity. The 
courts decide the cases on their merits."-

At the White House, Deputy Press Secre
tary Robert H. Fleming had nothing to say 
other than that "Ford himself says there are 
only rumors which he hasn't verified.'' 

At the GOP press cpnference, Representa
tive MELviN R. LAIRD (R-Wis.) said the re• 
suits of a. Republican "investigation" of the 
rumors would be aired on the House floor 
today by Representative CHARLES E. GOODELL 
(R-N.Y.). 

The session was milled to bolster the Re
publicans• version of an election reform bill 
calling for candid disclosures of campaign 
spending and candidates' sources of income. 

"We Republicans are serious about cam
paign reforms," FoRD declared. "In this Con
gress we're only Number Two. But we try 
harder.'' 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. , August A. 
Busch, Jr., who is the chairma1;1 of An
heuser-Busch and has been an active 
supporter of the Democratic Party for 
many, many years, is not the kind of 
businessman who comes running to 
Members of Congress for special favors 
on legislation, or for help in dealing with 

Government agencies. I told him about 
a provision of the administration bill on 
wheat and feed grains last year which 
would have cost his company millions of 
dollars in higher rice costs and he then 
followed up by taking his story to the 
House Committee on Agriculture in open 
hearings, where he proved his case. 
This is not the kind of businessman who 
is trying to bribe his way into govern
mental favor. I resent any implications 
of underhandedness, just as I resent an 
attempt tQ connect a contribution to the 
Democratic Party as automatically being 
something tainted. . 

Considering the size and visibility of 
the Anheuser-Busch firm as the leader 
of its field · in this country, I am sure it 
operates under the constant scrutiny and 
surveillance of the Antitrust Division of 
the Department of Justice, and would be 
about as secure from antitrust action as 
General Motors or any other giant firm 
in a particular industry-no more and no 
less. 

If $1,000 or $10,000, or any amount 
contributed to the Democratic Party 
could buy immunity for any firm from 
antitrust action, we would have on our 
hands a monumental scandal deserving 
of a congressional investigation. Per
haps, what we should do is to require a 
report on every business executive who 
has contributed as much as $1,000 to 
either . party in the past 14 years
through the Eisenhower, Kennedy, and 
Johnson administrations--and to list 
every governmental action in which his 
firm has been involved where the con
tribution could conceivably be regarded 
as a possible bribe. If the gentleman is 
suggesting we do it that way, I would be 
inclined to support him. But if he is 
basing this whole thing on the Anheuser
Busch case, then I think it is an instance 
of using honest reporting; of political 
contributions in order to smear a Demo
crat who has made an aboveboard, fully 
reported, out-in-the-open contribution. 
Such tactics do not encourage the above
board reporting of political contribu
tions, which is presumably what the mi
nority claims to be calling for. 

I understand there are also rumors 
about the Anheuser-Busch airplane be
ing used to -:fly Vice President Hu;MPHREY 
to the All-Star. baseball game. I have the 
facts on that. Mr. Speaker, and I ask 
unanimous consent to have them printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
The material referred to is as follows: 
The facts are that Mr. Busch is Chairman 

of the St. Louis Bi-Centennial Corporation 
celebrating the two hundredth anniversary 
of the birth of St. Louis. The Bi-Centennial 
was inaugurated by a personal visit from 
President Lyndon Johnson in St. Louis on 
February 14, 1964 at the invitation of Mr. 
Busch. Vice President · HuMPHREY was in
vited to close the St. Louis Bi-Centennial 
which came to its conclusion upon the toss
ing out of the first ball of the All-Star game 
played at the Busch Memorial Stadium in 
St. Louis on July 12. The Vice President was 
invited and he accepted the invitation. 

When the airplane strike took place Mr. 
Busch offered the use of the Anheuser-Busch 
plane to transport the Vice President and 
his party from Washington to St. Louis and 
return so that he might be sure to be there 
for the All-Star Game appearance to officially 
mark the close of the St. Louis Bi-Centen
nial. Mr. Busch did not know until a day 
before, when he was informed by the Secret 
Service, who would accompany the Vice Pres
ident nor did he recommend or suggest any
one who should make up the Vice Presi
dential Party. Those are the facts surround
ing the visit to St. Louis by the Vice Presi
dent and his Party. 

THE ANHEUSER-BUSCH ANTITRUST 
CASE 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I think 

this is a very serious matter. I hope at 
this time the House of Representatives 
and indeed the Senate will make a thor
ough investigation into these charges. I 
must join my colleague the gentlewoman 
from Missouri [Mrs. SuLLIVAN] in say
ing that I have a high regard for the 
officials of Anheuser-Busch and particu
larly Mr. Busch. However, there are cir
cumstances here that r_~quire for their 
sake, as well as for the sake of this ad
ministration, a real investigation and not 
one of these perfunctory investigations. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say one other 
thing. I have received calls from people 

·in St. Louis on this. It appears to me 
that the real problem here is an anti
trust suit that was over 4 years old was 
continued before the courts without the 
Government prosecuting it and finally 
the Federal court ordered the Federal 
Government to come in peremptorily and 
try this in September. So, as far as the 
merits of the antitrust suit are con
cerned, it apparently appears that the 
Government had a very poor if not a 
weak case. So it is possibly not a ques
tion of bribery as much as sandbagging. 
I hope that this investigation will look 
at it from that angle as well in clearing 
this up. 

MURDER OF EIGHT NURSES IN CHI
CAGO SHOCKS ENTIRE NATION 
Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 
· The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Dlinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the 

whole Nation is shocked today at the 
heinous crime that occurred on the South 
Side of Chiago when eight nurses were 
murdered in their dormitory at the 
Southtown Hospital. 

Every resource is being used by Chi
cago police with the full help of the 
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county police, the State police, and the 
FBI, to track down this monstrous killer. 

I am reasonably sure that when he is 
caught, he will prove to be a man with 
a previous criminal record; a man who 
has been released from some mental in
stitution or some prison. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that this country, 
in seeing this horrible tragedy which oc
curred in Chicago today, should give ur
gent thought to the whole problem of 
law enforcement. This country desper
ately needs help, serious help, and I do 
not think that the Supreme Court, in 
lowering the rules on the questioning of 
suspects and apprehending of criminals, 
is helping us any in this great problem. 
All of Chicago is shocked by this crime, 
and I am sure the whole Nation is 
shocked. I hope that the appropriate 
committees of the Congress will give im
mediate consideration to this growing 
problem of crime in America. It cer
tainly has shocked the conscience of the 
whole Nation, and I do not think we 
should wait any longer in formulating 
national standards for apprehension and 
prosecution of those who commit crimes 
of violence. Too many of our State laws 
fail to adequately deal with violent crime. 

I am certain that the man responsible 
for the atrocity is one who most probably 
migrated from some other State into 
lllinois. But even if he is a native of 
lllinois, we should realize that with the 
present mobility of our population, 
crimes of violence are a national prob
lem which can be effectively attacked 
with uniform, national standards. 

This Nation can no longer turn its 
other cheek to these mounting crimes of 
violence. I urge the Congress to take 
immediate action against this most seri
ous of our national problems. 

I should like to include in my remarks 
today an editorial which appeared this 
morning in the Chicago Tribune. This 
editorial was obviously written before 
the horrible crime occurred, but it is as 
timely as if it were written after the 
shocking murder was discovered. 

The Chicago Tribune editorial follows: 
HANDCUFFED POLICE 

Police Supt. 0. W. Wilson says that the 
trend of Supreme court decisions may force 
law-abiding citizens to live in walled com
munities while criminals roam the land un
molested. Mr. Wilson related that at the 
governers' conference in Los Angeles last 
week he met a home builder who is devel
oping a housing project which will be en
closed by a wall with a locked gate. 

"Good people have to lock themselves in 
homes behind barred doors to protect them
selves from assault," the superintendent said. 
"How much is a citizen willing to give up in 
life and property for the greater freedom of 
suspects?" 

The court's tendency to load the law and 
pollee procedure in favor of the criminal ie. 
not new. In 1957 the court gave Andrew 
Mallory of Washington, D.C., a pass after 
he ha;d been sentenced to death for rape, 
belding that the police had interrogated 
him for an unreasonable period of time 
before booking him. Mallory was convicted 
later of the same crime in Philadelphia and 
was sentenced to a term of up to 23 years. 

In 1964 the court ruled that Danny Esco
bedo of Chicago had been improperly con
victed of murder because the police refused 
his request for a lawyer before he confessed. 
In the term ending last month, the court 

extended this doctrine by holding that a 
suspect is entitled to counsel from the 
moment he is taken into custody or "other
wise deprived of his freedom in any sig
nificant way." 

Police, the court said, must warn the sus
pect from the start that he need not talk. 
They must tell him that he is entitled to a 
lawyer before questioning begins. They 
must warn him that anything he says may 
be used in evidence against him. Even if 
he waives a lawyer at the beginning, he may 
demand one at any time during the inter
rogation. If he signifies that he does not 
want counsel, it must be established that 
he does so "voluntarily, knowingly, and 
intelligently." 

Such rules, Supt. Wilson said, "did not 
apply for the first 175 years of the Consti
tution." The Supreme court has acknowl
edged as much. It has held that its new 
rules will not apply to persons convicted 
"in conformity with previously announced 
constitutional standards." That is, it has 
changed the law overnight. 

Mr. Wilson does not exaggerate the plight 
of the law-abiding citizen. A few hours 
after he spoke, there was a riot on the near 
west side in which a policeman was wounded, 
squad cars were pelted with rocks, store 
windows were smashed, and looting occurred. 
The ubiquitous Rev. Martin Luther King 
promptly showed up and persuaded district 
and station commanders to release half a 
dozen prisoners in the interest of abating 
tension. 

The night before a burly hoodlum beat a 
soldier on an elevated train, repeatedly ham
mering his head against a window frame, 
after demanding that the victim hand over 
his money. A dozen or more passengers 
cheered the assault, which was brought to 
an end by a pair of detectives who ran up 
from another car. 

If the Supreme court is trying to reduce 
urban life to the level of the jungle, it could 
not have been more successful. The police, 
not the criminals, are placed under restraint. 
Phony cries of "police brutality" and the cre
ation of police "review boards" of civilians in 
New York and other cities compel the most 
tender concern for the criminal. 

The former police commissioner of . New 
York, Michael Murphy, has put the police
man's dilemma in a capsule: "The rank-and
file patrolman is now apprehensive of doing 
anything because of always being second
guessed. If I were on a beat today, I would 
share his ·apprehension." 

MULTIPLE SLAYINGS IN CHICAGO 
Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. . Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute.· 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. O'HARA of Dlinois. Mr. Speaker, 

I am deeply shocked. The tragedy re
ferred to by my esteemed and distin
guished friend from Illinois [Mr. Pucrn
SKI] occurred in my district. It occurred 
in the·dormitory of one of the better hos
pitals in Chicago, a hospital with which 
I am well and most favorably acquainted. 

Among the victims was a young woman 
who had been the classmate and the close 
friend of the daughter of Mrs. Borrow
dale, in charge of my Chicago congres
sional office. 

I have been in constant communica
tion by long-distance telephone. Our en
tire community is crushed and is stm in a 
daze trying to realize how a homicide of 

such cruel and brutal dimensions could 
have come to pass. 

Our first reaction is one of deep sym
pathy with the members of the bereaved 
families, some of them here and some in 
the faraway Philippines, from which a 
number of the slain nurses had come for 
training here. 

Mr. Speaker, I join my friend, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PUCINSKI] in 
saying that this should stir the entire 
Nation to renewed efforts to combat 
crime, including that which unquestion
ably comes from the malfunctioning of 
deranged brains. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot conceive, as I 
gather the details and try to construct 
the tragedy in my mind, how this could 
have happened. The orgy of blood, I 
understand, went on from midnight until · 
perhaps 5 or 6 o'clock in the morning. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a crime of mass mur
der that has stirred the conscience of our 
Nation. On every front must the effort 
be made to remove the likelihood of its 
repetition anywhere in our beloved coun
try. We must not permit, Mr. Speaker, 
these young women to have died in vain. 

ADMINISTRATION OF 
PROGRAM IN THE 
UNFAffi 

MEDICARE 
SOUTH IS 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, na

tional attention has finally been focused 
on the outrageous manner in which the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare has discriminated against the 
South in administering the medicare pro
gram. The disgraceful situation was 
brought to light when a Philadelphia, 
Miss., hospital announced it was being 
forced to discharge 28 elderly patients 
because indecisive, procrastinating 
Washington bureaucrats have failed to 
act on an application to participate in 
the medicare program. 

Indeed, this case is one of the most 
glaring examples of bureaucratic bun
gling that it has been my experience to 
encounter in 20 years as a Member of 
this body. But, it is typical of what is 
happening throughout the South as 
thousands of elderly ,persons are being 
deprived of their rightful benefits as 
American citizens. 

The background of the Philadelphia 
case illustrates the irresponsible manner 
in which HEW is handling the medicare 
program. 

On June 16, 1966, an inspection team 
from the U.S. Public Health Service 
visited the Neshoba County Hospital. 
Hospital officials were told that approval 
would be recommended to Washington. · 
Later, the hospital was told it was not 
in compliance. 

No reasons were given for disapproval 
nor particulars cited. No recommenda
tions were made as to how the hospital 
could amend its practices in order to 
receive approval. 
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On July 6, another team from PHS 

inspected the hospital. Again, the in
spection team stated that approval would 
be recommended to Washington. 

On July 9, an official of HEW here in 
Washington assured the hospital admin
istrator on the telephone that approval 
would be given by 11 a.m. Monday, 
July 11. 

When this promise was not fulfilled, 
Administrator Lamar G. Salter, called me 
for help. That afternoon and again the 
next day I attempted to talk with the 
Office of Equal Health Opportunities 
officer at HEW, Mr. Robert Nash. How
ever, Mr. Nash was "on the other line" 
or in "conference" and I had to be satis
fied with talking to his assistant, who 
passed the buck to another official who 
told me that the Neshoba County Hos
pital file would be located and that I 
would be called first thing Wednesday 
morning July 13. Mr. Speaker, it is now 
Thursday afternoon, and I am still await
ing that call. 

In the meantime, the PHS dispatched 
another inspection team to Philadelphia 
in an apparent effort to pacify an 
aroused American public which is be
coming more and more indignant over 
these inexcusable bureaucratic delays. 
No one knows just what this team hopes 
to discover, since the last inspection was 
conducted less than a week ago and fa
vorably recommended the hospital for 
medicare participation. 

Secretary Gardner is not confining his 
discrimination to Neshoba County Hos
pital. Just this morning I was informed 
that the Coahoma County Hospital at 
Clarksdale, Miss., and the North Sun
flower County Hospital at Ruleville, 
Miss., have been victims of the same in
excusable, dilatory tactics of the Wash
ington bureaucrats. In each case, the 
hospital · administrators were informed 
in June that they had met the qualifica
tions for medicare participation, but ap
proval from Washington is still being 
withheld. Scores of similar situations 
exist in the South. 

Mr. Speaker, the behefits of the medi
care program are not being made avail
able to eligible recipients on an equal 
basis throughout the country as Con
gress, in its enactment, intended. The 
actions-or inactions, as the case may 
be-of Federal bureaucracy in adminis
tering the program are frustrating the 
intent of the Congress, and denying 
needed treatment to great numbers of 
elderly, indigent citizens. · 

With this in mind, Mr. Speaker, and 
with the hope that Congress may be able 
to untangle the bureaucratic maze of 
arbitrary and capricious misadministra
tion that threatens to cripple this pro
gram in its infancy, I am introducing a 
resolution this afternoon to create a se
lect committee of the House to investi
gate HEW's criteria and methods used 
in approving hospitals for medicare pa-
tients. · 

Mr. Speaker, I think this a most im
portant matter, and I hope the Commit
tee on Rules will give prompt considera
tion to this proposal in the interest of 
the health and welfare of numerous aged 
American citizens. 

USE OF FEDERAL' AID FUNDS TO 
BRING ABOUT FEDERAL CONTROL 
OF LOCAL PROGRAMS 
Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 

asked permission at this time to place 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an editorial 
which appeared in the Bradenton Her
ald, one of the leading daily newspapers 
of my State. The author, John T. Ham
ner, is one of the ablest newspapermen 
I have ever known. His editorial, "The 
Obvious Is Admitted," is the finest pres
entation I have ever read on the subject 
of the use of Federal aid funds to bring 
about Federal control of local programs. 

I have often reminded my constituents 
of the fact that Federal control is in
herent in Federal aid. Mr. Hamner sets 
forth very clearly the degree to which 
this control has developed. He also. 
makes equally clear the fact that these 
Federal aid dollars come from the same 
pocketbook the local dollar comes from. 
I hope that all of my colleagues and all 
who subscribe to the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD will read Mr. Hammer's excellent 
editorial. 

For those who are concerned about 
Federal control in local programs, they 
can consider Mr. Hamner's conclusion 
that a "community can decide for itself 
if the dance is really worth the piper's 
price." 

The editorial follows: 
THE OBVIOUS Is ADMITTED 

If anyone had any lingering· doubts that 
aim of federal "aid" programs has all along 
been control of local affairs, that doubt 
should be removed by the recent declaration 
of a high federal official with a lot of "aid" 
money to dispense. 

Dr. Tinsley L. Spraggins of the U.S. Office 
of Education Opportunities put it bluntly: 
"Money is power, and the government intends 
to use this power as a lever to pressure school 
systems both North and South, to eliminate 
the last vestiges of segregation." 

Dr. Tinsley was only admitting what has 
been obvious for some time, and was speak
ing only of one particular aspect of federal 
aid-force intentions. What he says applies 
generally to the federal programs, and for 
more purposes than elimination of all traces 
of segregation--enforced, de facto or volun
teer. 

The Government gives a community money 
to help it build a hospital. Then it tells the 
hospital whom it must admit, where ·they 
must be bedded down, what sort of services 
it may or must offer, what sort of construc
tion it can use. 

Then the 'government gives the hospitals 
money, via paying patient bills, and begins to 
tell it what it can charge. 

The government gives the schools money, 
and tells them whom they may and must 
teach, how the teaching is to be handled, how 
the program must be run. This swells the 
programs and the employment rolls and the 
activities, but does nothing for the real pur
pose of a school system, which is teaching 
the regular courses to all students. So the 
government dangles the bait of still more 
money to systems hard put for cash, and 
creates pressures for the schools to invite the 

government still further into financing-and 
running-the schools. 

The same thing has been going on for 
years in other areas. The central govern
ment gives "matching funds" to states to 
build highways, and then demands the right 
to approve or disapprove everything about 
those highways from where they go to what 
sort of signs may be placed on private prop
erty within sight of them. 

It gives "aid" programs to farmers to "guar
antee" them equal shares of the proceeds of 

·the market place, and then tells them what 
they can plant, where they can plant it, and 
what they must do with it when harvested. 

The government has been well pleased with 
the success of its projects. It has slipped 
the controls in so smoothly behind the checks 
that many people didn't suspect they were 
there. And the politicians have succeeded 
in having these programs come at the "de
mand" of the public, which now sees growing 
proposals to solve problems for people that 
the people didn't even know they had. 

Still, many persist in seeking "federal aid" 
to pay for projects they sometimes need, 
more often just think would be nice to have. 
And thus they give new support to the fallacy 
that the central government can help states 
and communities do things. 

The federal dollar for building hospitals 
and expanding school activities comes from 
the same pocketbook the local dollar comes 
from. The federal road-building dollar 
comes from the same gas pump the state 
dollar comes from. • 

One community can't stop the trend by 
passing up the temptations of the Potomac 
Loreleis. One community can't push the 
camel back out of the tent. 

But one community can decide for itself 
if the dance is really worth the piper's price. 
And this one, beginning to show signs of 
addiction to the federal dollar, needs to be 
deciding. 

CONTROLLING FOREIGN 
INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD and include ex
traneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, this after

noon the other body is considering legis
lation to establish a Senate Committee 
on Intelligence Operations, a watch
dog committee to oversee the far-reach
ing activities of the American intelli
gence community, and especially those 
of the Central Intelligence Agency. It 
is a debate that we should watch care
fully, for the problems involved in the 
oversight of foreign intelligence have 
often been the subject of our great con
cern. 

I have made iny position on the sub
ject quite clear in the past. In each of 
the Congresses in which I have served, 
I have introduced legislation to estab
lish a Joint Committee on Foreign In
tell1gence to provide meaningful over
sight. I have stood in the well of the 
House on many occasions to stress the 
need for such congressional supervision. 
On two occasions, I have testified before 
the House Rules Committee, urging it to 
recognize Congress' responsibility to 
supervise closely our intelligence ap
paratus. 



15758 _ CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 14, 1966 

The legislation which the Senate is 
considering would establish a permanent 
standing committee, which would act in 
this area instead of the present subcom
mittees of the Armed Services and Ap
propriations Committees and add three 
members of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee. Functioning only in the Senate, 
it would not provide the unified over
sight that a joint committee could, but 
it is a very important step in the right 
direction because of its recognition of · 
the role the intelligence community 
plays in American foreign affairs. 

The current debate marks only the 
second time that the problem of con
trolling foreign intelligence has been de
bated on the floor of either body since 
the establishment of the CIA in the Na
tional Security Act of 1947. The other 
time was in 1956, when Senator MANs
FIELD's resolution to create a joint com
mittee was defeated. 

It is regrettable that the current de
bate comes at a time when a new Direc
tor of Central Intelligence has just been 
appointed, for it is argued that it would 
be inappropriate to place checks on a 
man before he can prove himself. To say 
this is to miss the point, however, for the 
idea of congressional control of intelli
gence is a basic one which transcends 
whoever fills any of the offices involved. 
The Founding Fathers believed in the 
abstract ideal of checks-and-balances, 
regardless of personalities, as a necessity 
for democratic government. It is that 
concept which is now at stake. 

Mr. Speaker, the problems of control
ling intelligence are great, but the dan
gers are even greater. This point is em
phasized in a study recently done by a 
member of my staff, Mr. Gary Sperling, 
entitled "Central Intelligence and Its 
Control." The essay examines the his
tory and current workings of the intel
ligence community and attempts to eval
uate the arguments for and against con
gressional control. · I know that many 
Members of the House will find it of 
interest. 

The study follows: 
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AND ITS CONTROL: 

CURBING SECRET POWER IN A DEMOCRATIC 
SOCIETY 

(By Gary Sperling, May 1966) 
I 

This essay is founded upon two assump
tions: that the government of the United 
States must continue to rest upon that most 
basic principle of the Declaration of Inde
pendence, "consent of the governed," and · 
that such consent cannot be meaningful 
unless the governed are allowed to know to 
what they are consenting. With the advent 
of the Cold War, these two assumptions have 
ceased to characterize properly our Ameri
can government. Our nation's leaders, mo
tivated by seeming requirements of national 
security, have increasingly placed large sec
tors of American policy out of the range of 
public surveillance. Important information 
about the ·workings of our government have 
been withheld from the people on the theory 
that potential enemies would also receive the 
information and use it to advantage. "We 
have cloaked the operations of the Executive 
Branch of Government in veils of secrecy un
known to ari.y . prevlo_us epoch of our hiB-

tory." 1 As a result, the most basic principle 
of American democracy has become eroded. 
James Madison, over a century and a half 
ago, remarked, "It is a universal truth that 
the loss of liberty at home is to be charged 
to the provisions against dangers, real or pre
tended, from abroad." 2 Today, his predic
tion has come true, and in no field more so 
than in the shadowy, spectacular, and ro
man tic area of foreign intelligence. 

At the same time, that governmental 
secrecy has increased at home, the need for 
information from abroad has also increased. 
Almost any area of the world contains either 
a potential American enemy or a potential 
crisis spot-and most parts harbor both. 
The Cold War requires that we monitor all 
of these, lest the United States be caught 
unaware of possible danger to it. A missile 
may strike the United States from a launch
ing site thousands of Iniles away; every point 
on the globe is now "strategic". Complex 
and costly modern weapons systems take 
years to construct; unknowable future po
litical situations must often be predicted 
with a high degree of reliability. In addition, 
there is the difficulty of penetrating the large 
portion of today's world that lies behind the 
Iron Curtain; a considerable bureacracy is 
required to ferret information out of totali
tarian state~. For these reasons, the tasks 
of intelligence have been immense, complex, 
world-wide, and ever-present. Intelligence 
has become a way of life to every major 
governmental leader, who must regard it as 
a neces;>ary tool in national decision-making. 
The American intelligence community is wen 
aware of its important role; a former Direc
tor of Central Intelligence has said·, "There 
has never been a time in history . . . when 
Intelligence has had as clear an opportunity 
to get its views over as it has had in this 
country in recent years. The National Se
curity Act of 1947 ... has given Intelligence 
a more influential position in our govern
ment than Intelligence enjoys in any other_ 
in the world." s Certainly, with no immedi
ate easing of the Cold War in sight, with 
Inilitary technology ever developing bigger 
and better weapons, and especially with 
America currently involved in a long and 
costly struggle in Southeast Asia, the pros
pect is that national security will require 
even more of our intelligence agencies in the 
years to come. 

Yet this important part of our government 
remains wrapped, as Senator EUGENE Me- . 
CARTHY has put it, "in its cloak of secrecy."' 
The American public and even its elected 
representatives hear little of intelligence op
erations-such as the U-2 flights-until after 
they have either been completed successfully 
or failed miserably. The most basic informa
tion on our intelligence community, such as 
its total annual budget or approximate fig
ures on the number of people in its employ, 
are kept strictly "top secret", lest the enemy 
find and use the data. Often this reaches 
the height of absurdity; information which 
is readily available to the rest of the world 
is kept from the average American citizen. 
For instance, the National Security Agency, 
widely known in both the foreign and domes
tic press as America's "communications in
telligence" arm (making and breaking codes, 
intercepting secret messages, developing 

1 Walter Millis, Arms and Man: A Study 
in American Military History (New Yoxk: 
Putnam, 1956), p. 360. 

2 Letter to Thomas Jefferson, May 17, 1798, 
The Complete Madison, ed. Saul K. Padover 
(New York: Harper, 1953), p. 258. 

3 Allen Dulles, Address before the Yale 
Conference on Human Resources, New Haven, 
Connecticut, February 3, 1958. 

""The CIA Is Getting Out of Hand," Satur
day Evening Post, January 4, 1964, p. 6. 

techniques for transmitting secret informa.: 
tion, etc.), is officia~ly described only as per- .' 
forming "highly specialized technical and 
coordinating functions relating to the na
tional security." 5 Americans were shocked 
to learn last year of a CIA agent's offer of 
a three million dollar bribe to Prime Minister 
Lee Kuan Yew of Singapore; they were star
tled to hear recently of the use of Michigan 
State University as a "cov.er" for intelligence 
activities in South Viet Nam. Yet this na
tional outrage does not compare with the 
international disgrace brought upon the 
United States by the disclosure of such shady 
maneuvers as the Bay of Pigs operation. . 

Its self-imposed ultra-secrecy poses great 
problems for the intelligence community. 
Because the public cannot be sure what is 
and what isn't an American intelligence op
eration, it tends to suspect shadiness every
where. "Anywhere in the world, when a 
Ininister resigns or a military junta takes 
over, the handwriting on the wall immedi
ately· spells CIA." 8 The frequent unfair
ness of these charges once caused Allen Dul
les, then Director of Central Intelligence, 
to remark, "I only wish we had accom
plished all that the Soviets attribute to us." 1 

But Dulles realized the difficulty of his situ
ation: "I am the head of the silent service 
and cannot advertise my wares ..• public 
relations must be sacrificed to the security 
of our operations." 8 John F. Kennedy also 
stressed this point in commenting to a group 
of intelligence administrators at the opening 
of the CIA Headquarters at Langley, Vir
ginia, "Your successes are unheralded; your 
failures are trumpeted."" The present se
crecy arrangements do not allow intelligence 
officials to boast of actions that go well and 
those that go poorly generally speak for 
themselves. 

If it is risky for the intelligence adminis
trator to present the truth, it is all but im
possible for the scholar to obtain it. There . 
is always a body of legitimately secret in.~ ., 
formation about any intelligence operation, 
and beyond that is the general governmental 
fear of discussion epitomized by Senator 
HENRY JACKSON'S statement that "details 
with respect to intelligence should not be 
discussed" during the 1962 debate· over the 
nomination of John A. McCone to be Di- . 
rector of Central Intelligence because it "may 
be unwittingly giving aid and comfort to . 
the enemy." 10 Only those in charge of any 
given intelligence action can speak authori
tatively of its nature, and these are the very -
people who would not do so. Harry Howe 
Ransom, author of a number of books and 
articles on U.S. intelligence, confesses, "One
simply cannot apply the usual rigorous 
standards of data gath,ering and documenta-
tion to this subject." 11 Yet a certain 

6 Office of the Federal Register; United: 
States Government Organization Manual: 
1965-6 (Washington: Government Printing : 
Office, 1965), p. 207. For a lengthy account 
of the NSA's acti"9'ities and organization, pro
vided by two former employees who defected 
to the press and Moscow, see New York 
Times, September 7, 1960, pp. 1 ff. 

6 Sanche de Gramont, The Secret War (New 
York: Putnam, 1962), p. 28. 

7 U.S. News and World Report, March 19, 
1954, p. 63. 

8 Address before the Advertising Council of 
San Francisco, California, September 19, 1957. 

0 Allen Dulles, The Craft of Intelligence 
(New York: Harper &,Row, 1963), ·p. 5. 

. 10 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl. 108, pt. 1, 
p. 1066. This and other CONGRESSIONAL REC• 
ORD references are to the permanent edition, 
unless otherwise noted. 

11 Can American Democracy Survive The 
Cold War? (Garden City: Doubleday, 1964), 
p.167. . . 
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amount of material is available on this sub
ject and within its restrictions one can 
analyze some of the dilemmas presented by 
the existence of a secret intelligence appara
tus in a democratic society. 

It is clear that today's international situ
ation requires some adaptation of the Found
ing Fathers' principles. In 1822, Madison 
wrote, "A people who mean to be their own 
governors must arm themselves with the 
power knowledge gives. A popular govern
ment without popular information or the 
means of acquiring it is but a prologue to 
a farce or a tragedy or perhaps both." 12 To
day most citizens would agree that the wide 
dissemination of information on intelligence 
methods and results is impractical for them 
and infeasible for the nation. The subject 
is both too complex and too fraught with 
danger for the entire populace to be so in
formed. However, it must never be consid
ered so sensitive as to be withheld from the 
people's chosen representatives. Americans 
must look to a system of careful oversight 
1! the tenuous compromise between defense 
and democracy is to be reached. 

II 

While it is common to refer to our intelli
gence functionaries as the CIA, this is only 
partly true. The Central Intelligence Agency 
is but one of a large number of executive 
of'icers which deal in the collection, evalua
tion, and dissemination of intelligence. 
Flanking it are the National Security Agency, 
the Defense Intelligence Agency, Army In
telligence, the Office of Naval Intelligence, 
Air Force Intelligence, the State Depart
ment's Bureau of Intelligence and Research, 
the Atomic Energy Commission; the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, and a handful of 
more minor government agencies. Two as
pects, however, set the CIA apart. On the 
one hand, it is the overall coordinating 
body, with final responsibility for the evalu
ation and dissemination of intelligence data 
through all parts of our federal government. 
On the other hand, though, it is the only one 
of the agencies listed that is not directly 
subject to the type of executive oversight 
Americans have come to expect of their Con
gress, oversight born of the basic principle 
of governmental checks and balances. We 
shall examine this unusual position later 
on, but for now let us consider the broad 
organizational outline of the intelligence 
community. 

Perhaps the most closely guarded secret in 
Washington is the intelligence community's 
budget. TUcked into Defense Department 
contingency funds and costly weapons ex
penditures, its exact amount is known only 
to a handful of intelligence and Bureau of 
the Budget officials, as well as the President. 
In the absence of clear fact, a good deal of 
speculation has arisen: Hanson Baldwin esti
mated in 1954 that the total is approximately 
$2 billion; David Wise and Thomas B. Ross 
claim it is about $4 billion.13 Allen Dulles 
has called figures such as these "several times 
exaggerated." H Yet Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., 
who was one of President Kennedy's chief na
tional security aides, says that the CIA's 
budget exceeds the State Department's by 
more than 50 per cent and that this amount 
is but half that of the intelligence expenses 
of the Defense Department.25 If we assume 
that his information is correct (and no better 

1 2 Letter toW. T. Barry, August 4, 1822, The 
Complete Madison, p. 267. 

1s "Myopia on Intelligence," New York 
T i mes, June 3, 1954, p. 13. The Invisible 
Government (New York: Random House, -
1964) . pp. 277-8. 

u U.S. News and World Report, March 19, 
1954, p. 67. 

1s A Thousand Days (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin, 1965) , p. 427. 

source has as yet become available) , the 
CIA's budget must exceed $600 million and 
the total allowance for the entire intelligence 
comm~ty must easily top $2 billion, or more 
than, for instance, the cost of the entire War 
on Poverty for this year. Similar academic 
detective work reveals that the intelligence 
community employs about 25,000 persons, ap
proximately 15,000 of whom work directly for 
the CIA.16 

Currently atop this vast bureaucracy is 
Rear Admiral William F. Raborn (USN re
tired), the Director of Central Intelligence; 
his job has been called "second in importance 
only to the President" by Senator RussELL, 
who as Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
the Armed Services is in a unique position to 
know.17 He wears two "hats", serving as both 
chief coordinator of the intelligence commu
nity as a whole and as the everyday adminis
trator of its major component. He sits in on 
National Security Council meetings as chief 
intelligence advisor. He has the responsi
bility, under the National Security Act of 
1947, to inspect and evaluate the intelligence 
product of all government security agencies. 
He has virtually free rein to hire and fire CIA 
personnel without regard for Civil Service 
regulations. Perhaps most important, the 
Central Intelligence Agency Act of 1949 al
lows him to spend any and all of the CIA's 
multimillion dollar annual appropriation 
purely on his personal voucher. As one au
thor has commented, "This is truly an ex
traordinary power for the head of an Execu
tive agency with thousands of employees 
and annual expenditures in the hundreds 
of millions of dollars." 1s 

The role of the CIA may be se~n by merely 
noting the names of its four subdivisions: 
Intelligence, Research, Plans, and Support. 
The CIA is charged with collecting intelli
gence (80 per cent of this material is gained 
through research among such "open sources" 
as technical magazines and foreign broad
cast monitorings), using this data to draw 
up reports on the economic, political, social, 
and military situation in all crisis and po
tential crisis areas (this includes both long
range projections and daily summaries); 
providing this information to policy-makers 
to aid in the formation of plans for the 
nationa\_ security; and providing such sup
port for these operations as many prove 
necessary. 19 

The National Security Agency, a part of 
the Defense Department, has primary re
sponsibility for "communications intelli
gence": the making and breaking of codes, 
the interception of secret messages of foreign 
governments, the development of techniques 
for the secret transmission of information,· 
and the use of electronics for acquiring, 
communicating, and protecting all forms of 
information. The NSA Headquarters at Fort 
Meade, Maryland, contains 1,400,000 square 
feet of office space and is reputed to have 
more electric wiring than any other building 

16 See Andrew Tully, CIA: The Inside Story 
(New York: Morrow, 1962), pp. 17-27; Harry 
Howe Ransom, Central Intelligence and Na
tional Security (Cambridge: Harvard Uni
versity Press, 1959), pp. vi, 82; and David 
Wise and Thomas B. Ross, The Invisible Gov-. 
ernment, p. 232. 

17 U.S. Senate Committee on the Armed 
Services, Hearings, "Nomination of John A. 
McCone to be Director of Central Intelli
gence," 87th Congress, 2nd Session, Wash
ington, 1962, p . 9. 

18 Harry Howe Ransom, Central Intelli
gence and National Security, pp. 80-83. 

10 I have simplified somewhat here. It is 
actually the Plans Division that conducts 
covert operations; the Support Division Is 
merely an administrative arm in charge of 
such bureaucratic needs · as equipment, lo
gistics, etc. 

in · the world. 20 Its "domestic" budget is 
well over $100 million a year. 21 

The Defense Intelligence Agency was 
established by President Kennedy after the 
Bay of Pigs fiasco; its goal is to unify the in· 
telllgence efforts of the Department of De· 
fense by combining many of the formerly 
separate activities of each of the armed ser
vices. These smaller staffs-Army Intelli
gence (G-2), the Office of Naval Intelligence 
(ON!), and Air Force Intelligence (A-2)
still exist and continue to supply particular 
service intelligence requirements. The DIA 
is charged with furnishing all Defense De
partment current operations intelligence, 
determining all Defense intelligence require
ments, and producing all military intelli
gence estimates for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
United States military commands through
out the world, and the Secretary of Defense. 
It is, in a sense, a holding company within 
a higher holding company; the Director both 
coordinates all military intelligence within 
the Department of Defense and represents 
the DIA on the United States Intelligence 
Board (USIB) , the overall coordinating com
mittee of the intelligence community, on 
which the Director of Central Intelligence 
serves as Chairman. 

The State Department is the oldest Amer
ican hand in the intelligence field: it has 
supplied political, economic, and social in
formation on foreign countries to national 
policy-makers since its establishment in 
1789. Since 1947 it has had only the task 
of collecting this information from nations 
in the free world; the extra difficulties of 
extracting similar information from total
itarian nations has made it necessary to shift 
this chore to the better-equipped CIA.22 

Over the years, there has been considerable 
conflict between State and the CIA, and to
day State's Bureau of Intelligence and Re
search regards itself as the research and 
analysis arm of the Secretary of State's of
fice.23 Given the central role of State in the 
formation of foreign policy, this bureau has 
great potential importance, but the fact that 
its budget is dwarfed by the other major in
telligence producers hinders it as a vital day
to-day factor. 

The Atomic Energy Commission has pri
mary responsibility for intelligence relating 
to atomic energy, including periodic esti
mates of the atomic-weapons capabilities of 
the nuclear powers, while the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation plays a central role in the 
important task of counterespionage. Other 
government departments and agencies who 
supply intelligence data in selected areas in
clude the Department of Commerce, the Post 
Office Department, the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration, the National Sci
ence Foundation, the Library of Congress, 
and certain government-affiliated research 
organizations, such as the Rand Corporation. 

In sum, the intelligence community is a 
loose confederation of agencies from through
out the federal government, bound together 
on a continuing basis only by the fact that 
all coordinate their work with the CIA and 
the USIB and are officially under the Presi
dent. In a segmented field, where it is the 
rule that details of operations are divulged 
only to those with a "need to know" and 
where it is therefore common to find a man 
at one desk totally unaware of what the man 
at the next desk is doing, it may safely be 

20 David Wise and Thomas B. Ross, The 
Invisible Government, p . 221. See note 5. 

2l Harry Howe Ransom, Can American 
Democracy Survive The Cold War?, p. 136. 

22 Allen Dulles, The Craft of Intelligence, 
pp. 48-50. 

23 Harry Howe Ransom, Central Intelligence 
and National Security, pp. 121-3. Harry 
Howe Ransom, Can American Democracy 
Survive The Cold War?, p. 137. 
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said that only the Director of Central Intel
ligence (and perhaps his highest-ranking 
assistants) can be aware of all the activities 
of the intelllgence community. Yet it is this 
very man who differs from the other agency 
directors in that he is not responsible to the 
Congress for his budget, his employee poli
cies, or the specific details of the operations 
he heads. The man to whom the system 
gives the most power is also the man who 
needs deal with the least checks upon him. 

m 
That the intelligence community should 

have attained such a far-reaching and secure 
position within our government is in one 
sense surprising, for the American people 
came only lately to an appreciation of the 
value of a coordinated intelllgence apparatus. 
According to its own official history, the 
United States Army was "slow to recognize 
the importance of military intelligence and 
backward in its use in the solution of mili
tary problems." 24 Until after World War II, 
there was little or no official government in
telligence activity except in time of combat. 
For example, when the United States entered 
World War I in 1917, Army Intelligence con
sisted of a tiny section buried within a divi
sion of the General Staff-with only two offi
cers and two clerks.25 This was rapidly ex
panded during the year's involvement in the 
war, but almost as rapidly dismantled after
wards; symptomatic of official feeling about 
intelligence is the comment of Henry L. 
Stimson who, on becoming Secretary of State 
in 1929, closed down the nation's only crypto
graphic agency, saying, "Gentlemen do not 
read each other's mail." 28 During the inter
war years, according to George c. Marshall, 
our foreign intelligence was "little more than 
what a military attache could learn at a 
dinner, more or less, over the coffee cups." 21 

Intelligence at this time rarely attracted the 
most promising officers and usually received 
meager Congressional appropriations. Many 
Congressman looked upon a military attache 
as an officer being sent upon a luxurious va
cation at the expense of, and with no benefit· 
to, the American taxpayer. Yet the neglect 
of intelligence cannot fully be blamed on 
such parochialism. More important was the 
lack of recognition within the State, War, 
and Navy Departments of the importance, 
even in peacetime, of coordinated foreign 
intelligence, and perhaps the most funda
mental cause of intelligence neglect was the 
temper of the times-a period of isolation 
from world affairs, of America's viewing it
self ·as a moral bastion, and of a military 
policy of passive defense. For all these rea
sons, Congress in the 1920's normally appro
priated less than $200,000 annually for Army 
Intelligence and similarly small amounts for 
other agencies involved in intelligence.28 

Pearl Harbor ended the apathy. The at
tack came as an almost complete surprise 
to American ofll.cials; when Secretary of the 
Navy Frank Knox received the news of the 
Japanese attack, he exclaimed, "My God 
this can't be true. This [message] must 
mean the Ph111ppines !" 29 Later investiga
tion of the events leading up to the "day of 
infamy" proved that the information nec-

u Department of the Army, American Mili
tary History, 1607-1953 (Washington, 1956), 
p. 491. 

25 Peyton C. Marsh, The Nation At War 
(Garden City: Doubleday, Doran 1932) p 
226. ' ' • 

38 Allen Dulles, The Craft of Intelligence, 
p. 71. 

27 U.S. Senate Committee on .Military Af
fairs, Hearings, "Department of Armed 
Forces," 79th Congress, 1st Session, Washing
ton, 1945, p. 61. 

28 Harry Howe Ransom, Central Intelligence 
and National Security, pp. 51-3. 

29 Harry Howe Ransom. Central Intelligence 
and National Security, p.·54. 

essary to anticipate the attack was actually 
available to the Government, but that a lack 
of proper evaluation and dissemination ap
paratus had prevented the information from 
reaching the President and his chief ad
visors.30 As in World War I, the response 
to the recognition of American inte111gence 
inadequacy was a proliferation of temporary 
agencies; this time, though, there was one 
improvement: the formation of a Joint In
te111gence Committee, a coordinating agency 
under the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It was of 
little help; General William J. Donovan, 
head of the wartime Office of Strategic Serv
ices, has admitted that President Roosevelt 
at the . Yalta Conference, lacking accurate 
intelligence reports, failed to realize that the 
Japanese were almost defeated and "traded 
important postwar concessions for Stalin's 
guarantee of entry into the Pacific war." a1 

The lessons of Pearl and Yalta were not 
lost upon America's leaders. General Eisen
hower called the lack of centralized intelli
gence "a shocking deficiency that impeded 
all constructive planning," and President 
Truman commented, "The war taught us 
this lesson-that we had to collect intelli
gence in a manner that would make the in
formation available where it was needed and 
when it was wanted, in an intelligent and 
understandable form." 32 Early in 1946, Tru
man took the first step toward the creation 
of a coordinated inte111gence apparatus, is
suing an Executive Order that established 
the Central Intelligence Group. 

The Group operated under an Executive 
Council-the National Intelligence Author
ity--composed of the Secretaries of State, 
War, and Navy, as well as a representative 
of the President. It was primarily a hold
ing company, designed to coordinate the 
work of existing departments, but it was 
also authorized to perform services which 
the NIA determined could best be performed 
centrally.aa 

A year later, the 80th Congress legitimized 
the President's creation of centralized intel
ligence apparatus. The National Security 
Act-best remembered now for its unifica
tion of the military establishment-has been 
called a "basic charter of civil-military rela
tions and of security policy formation." at 

Its most important creation was 1rhe Na
tional Security Council, a group of the high
est civi11an officials responsible for diplo
matic and military planning (in 1966, the 
NSC is composed of President Johnson, Vice
President HuMPHREY, Secretary of State 
Rusk, Secretary of Defense McNamara, and 
Office of Emergency Planning Director 
Bryant), to generate the basic policy rec-· 
ommendations in all matters affecting the 
national security. To inform these top
level administrators, the Central Intelli
gence Agency was formed. Its purposes, 
as defined by the Act are: 

1. To advise the National Security Coun
cil in matters concerning such intelligence 
activities of the government departments 
and agencies as relate to the national se
curity. 

2. To make recommendations to the Na
tional Security Council for the coordination 
of such intelligence activities. 

30 Committee on Organization of the F.xecu
tlve Branch of the Government (Hoover 
Commission), Intelligence Activities June 
1955,pp.29-30. , ' 

31 "Intelligence: Key to Defense,'' Life, 
September 30, 1946, p. 117. 

32 Crusade in Europe {Garden City: 
Doubleday, 1948), p. 32. Memoirs (Garden 
City: Doubleday, 1955), vol. II, p . 56. 

83 Harry Howe Ransom, Central Intelli
gence and National Security, pp. 74-6. 

34 Walter Millis, Harvey C. Mansfield, and 
Harold Stein, Arms and the State (New 
York: Twentieth Century Fund 1958) p 
178. • • . 

3. To correlate and evaluate intelligence 
r~lating to the national security, and pro- : 
vtde tor the appropriate dissemination of 
such intelligence within the government. 

4. To perform, for the benefit of the exist
ing intelligence activities, such additional 
services of common concern as the National 
Security Council determines can be more 
efficiently accomplished centrally. 

5. To perform such other junctions and 
duties related to intelligence affecting the 
national security as the National Security 
Council may from time to time direct. 
(Italic supplied) 
Thi~ was an "organic" act, in that the 

functions of the CIA are defined only gen
erally, with more precise direction left to the 
President and the NSC, but the Congress did 
make some attempt to limit the new agen
cy. To insure that the CIA could never be 
converted · into a Gestapo, the law provided 
that "the Agency shall have no police, sub
poen~, law enforcement powers, or internal 
secunty functions;" in another section of 
the measure, the power granted to the Di
rector to inspect the intelligence product of 
all government security agencies for the pur- . 
pose of "correlation, evaluation, and dis
semination" was restricted in that FBI in
formation may be examined only upon 
"written request". Furthermore, to empha
size that the CIA was not to supersede most 
of the existing intelligence bureaus, these 
departments were directed to continue to 
"collect, evaluate, correlate and disseminate 
departmental intelligence." • 

The clear thrust of the National Security 
Act was to establish a confederated, and not 
a centralized, national intelligence appartus. 
However, this goal was undermined by the 
Central Intelligence Agency Act of 1949, a 
measure designed to strengthen CIA ad min
istration by giving the Director of Central 
Intelligence unprecedented powers. Under 
the new statute, the CIA was exempted from 
all federal laws th{:.t require the disclosure 
of the "functions, names, official titles, sal
aries, or numbers of personnel employed by 
the Agency"; the agency was exempted from 
almost all the major Civil Service regula
tions; the Bureau of the Budget was directed 
to make no reports to the Congress on these 
matters. The Director was given the power to 
bring one hundred aliens a year into the 
United States without regard to normal im
migration laws. Above all, he was given the 
staggering power of spending all CIA appro
priations "without regard to the provisions 
of law and regulations relating to the expend
iture of government funds ... the certificate 
of the Director shall be deemed a sufficient 
voucher for the amount therein certified." oo 
These provisions constitute voluntary cession 
by the Congress of all the traditional con
trols over the Executive, especially the .im
portant control over the expenditure of 
funds. They are an invitation to unchecked 
secret power. 

Since 1949 the Central IntelUgence Agency 
has grown phenomenally; a conservative 
guess would be that it now has almost three 
times as many employees as it had then. 
For this, five major explanations may be ad• 
vanced. First of course is the increasing 
requirement of intelligence. A-bombs have 
given way to H-bombs, IRBM's to ICBM's 
in the Cold War race for bigger and bette; 
weapons; the complexities of the latest 
weapons systems require ever more notice of 
the need for them. Second, one must cite 
an increasing feeling that certain aspects of 
nati?nal security are best handled centrally; 
specific intelligence operations are now so 

35 Public Law 80-253. A further provision 
of the Act, under which the CIA explains its 
extreme secrecy, provides that "the Director 
of Central Intelligence shall be responsible 
for protecting intelligence sources and meth
ods from unauthorized disclosure." 

36 Public Law 81-110. 
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closely coordinated by the CIA as to make 
the other agencies involved almost sub
servient. Such close coordination often 
raises the general level of efficiency, but 
there is always the danger implied in Prof. 
Ransom's comment that "one man's coordi
nation is another man's dictatorship." a1 A 
third source of growing CIA power over the 
years has been the policy of rotation within 
the military services and, to a lesser extent, 
among the other departments. It has re
sulted in the CIA's tending to have greater 
continuity than other agencies in personnel 
skilled in intelligence evaluation and anal
ysis. "As the experience and competence of 
CIA personnel increase, so do its power and 
the relative importance of its role." 38 Despite 
the fact that Harry Truman said in 1963, "I 
never had any thought when I set up the 
CIA ,that it would be injected into peacetime 
cloak-and-dagger operations," a fourth 
cause-one of the most important--of CIA 
growth must be laid at his feet. The am
bitious objective of the 1947 Truman Doctrine 
("to support free peoples who are resisting 
attempted subjugation by armed ·minorities 
or by outside pressures"), combined with an 
early lack of precision about the agency's 
purpose and organization, has caused the 
CIA to become a secret arm of foreign policy 
implementation-an arm -nobody originally 
intended and one that has led the United 
States into disgrace on more than one occa
sion.38 That this arm should have ever at
tained such power is largely the fault of 
the State Department; its inertia must be 
cited as a fifth cause of the growth of an 
agency that has all but replaced State in 
certain areas of foreign policy. Theodore 
Sorenson reports that President Kennedy felt 
that State's tendency to excessive delay ob
scured determination.40 Part of the problem 
is the paucity of State's resources when com
pared to the CIA's, but even more important 
is the cession of work from State to the CIA 
during the Eisenhower years when the Dulles 
br.others headed these offices. The Hoover 
Commission found Allen Dulles too much of 
a work-grabber; Andrew Tully has noted that 
John Foster relied much more heavily on. 
brother Allen's estimates than he did on the 
reports from his own ambassadors.41 With
out question, the "CIA problem" is, to a large 
degree, a "State Department problem." 

Perhaps the most noteworthy-and the 
most frightening-fact is that these expla
nations seem likely to remain true for some 
years to come. The demand for intelligence 
is ever on the rise. The system of military 
rotation has not been reversed. The present 
war in Viet Nam illustrates our continuing 
commitment to the principles of the Truman 
Doctrine. Unless some outside action is 
taken, the CIA's secret power is likely to in
crease even further than it already has. 

IV 

Americans are presently unable to ascer
tain whether the CIA is doing a creditable 
job for two reasons: we are not united in 
one idea of what "a creditable job" is and, 
even if we were, we cannot obtain the infor
mation necessary to make a sound judgment. 
The National Security Act defines the duties 
of the OIA so broadly that there can be many 
conceptions of what is and isn't within the 
agency's responsibilities. Paramilitary oper
ations, such as the Bay of Pigs maneuver, 
provide the best example of this imprecision. 

37 Harry Howe Ransom, Central Intelli
gence and National Security, p. 84. 

38 Central Intelligence · and National Se
curity, p. 84. 

39 Harry Howe Ransom, "Containing Cen
tral Intelligence," New Republic, December 
11, 1965, p. 12. 

40 Harry Howe Ransom, "Containing Cen
tral Intelligence," p. 14. 

41 Intelligence Activities, p. 14. CIA: The 
Inside Story, p. 259. 

During the 1947 hearings, Congressman Fred 
Busbey of Illinois asked James V. Forrestal, 
the Secretary of the Navy, about rumors 
then prevalent that operational activities 
were being contemplated for the proposed 
intelligence agency; Forrestal denied them.-12 
Sherman Kent's Strategic Intelligence for 
American World Policy, which had a gen
erally large influence on early CIA officials, 
makes a strong case against the CIA's ·enter
ing into such activities.4a Yet, as has been 
amply proven, the CIA has entered and con
tinues to enter the field of international 
conspiracy. Such efforts are officially justi
fied under clause 5 of the National Security 
Act, the "other functions" clause, but many 
people feel that this is stretching the point 
somewhat; to these people (this writer con
fesses that he is among them), the thrust of 
the Act is clearly for intelligence only, and 
not for military activities of any sort. Some 
Americans feel that the government ought 
to refrain from all clandestine and especially 
illegal operations overseas; they feel that 
_such activities contradict the high moral 
principles to which this nation has tradi
tionally dedicated itself. On the other 
hand, other Americans believe-and the gov
ernment has consistently concurred-that 
"new times demand new conduct." As one 
member of this school of thought has force
fully put its case: 

"While diplomacy is preferable, and usu
ally more reliable and effective than subver
sion, the United States carinot realistically 
abstain from espionage or follow an absolute 

· principle of non-intervention in the inter
nal affairs of other nations. Cold War is by 
definition a stage in international politics 
that is neither war nor peace. In this sit
uation, and short of a reign of international 
law based upon the consent of the governed, 
the United States may sometimes have to 
engage in clandestine activities to protect 
the national interest. The nation canno.t ac
cept the claim, in every situation, that the 
existing government or regime in every for
eign country is the legitimate one. The na
tional interest and the common defense may 
require intervention, even though this con
fronts us with legal and moral problems. 
The United States rarely faces comfortable 
alternative choices in support of foreign re
gimes. . Often we must accept the lesser evil 
because circumstances fail to provide an 
ideal option." H 

No public referendum can ever be con
ducted on this question, but it is one well 
worth more discussion than it has hereto
fore received. The proposition that our 
government should not indulge in covert 
operations includes the notion that the 
CIA should not do so, but the reverse is not 
true; Americans must distinguish the ques
tion of whether we are to undertake such 
activities from the question of whether the 
CIA shall be the leading force in this field. 
Until we do, there will always be objections 
to the CIA's work. 

Even if we assume the government's posi
tion on the morality issue, we may question 
the CIA on grounds of efficiency: does the 
agency perform its functions in the best 
possible manner? Governmental secrecy 
prevents the layman, and even the scholar 
and the Congressman, from answering this 
vital question. There is no way to ascertain 
just how good the CIA's intelligence reports 
are or to what extent top officials may rely 
upon the agency's national estimates, for 
these are never made public. Most of what 

42 U.S. House of Representatives, Commit
tee on Expenditures in the Executive De
partments, Hearings, "National Security Act 
of 1947," 80th Congress, 1st Session, Wash
ington, 1947, pp. 120-1. 

43 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
1949)' pp. 94ff. 

44 Harry Howe Ransom, Can American De
mocracy Survive The Cold War?, pp. 194-5. 

is known of these documents is based upon 
pure speculation, though the few facts avail
able suggest that, like government in gen
eral, the CIA is sometimes right and some
times wrong. It is generally accepted that 
the agency was over five years off in its esti
mate of the date the Soviet Union would 
detonate its first atomic bomb, but, on the 
other hand, the CIA precisely predicted the 
date on which the Chinese Communists 
were to explode their first nuclear device.'u 
The agency's failure to predict the Red Chi
nese invasion of Korea in 1950 or the sudden 
erection of the Berlin wall in 1961 are bal
anced by its successes in obtaining a copy of 
Chairman Khrushchev's "secret speech" in 
1961 and the now-famous Berlin wire-tap
ping incident.46 Even in covert operations, 
the CIA has a - generally mixed record; it 
succeeded in overthrowing Iran's Premier 
Mohammed Mossadegh in 1953 and Guate
mala's President Jacobo Arbenz Guzman in 
1954, but failed miserably in its attempt to 
dislodge Fidel Castro.47 Perhaps even more 
common than these clear cases are those . 
which are partial successes, partial failures. 
Here the outstanding case is the U-2 inci
dent: reconnaissance flights that, according 
to Allen Dulles, marked new heights in the 
scientific collection of intelligence, but the 
discovery of which torpedoed a summit 
conference.4ll 

For all of the cases mentioned above, there 
is adequate documentation, but of how many 
instances are we ignorant? Just since last 
year, the CIA has been accused of provoking 
war between India and Pakistan, kidnapping 
Moroccan agents in Paris, and plotting the 
overthrow of former Ghanaian President 
Kwame Nkrumah, among other nefarious 
acts. While most of these charges are prob
ably unfounded, fostered either by sheer 
ignorance or Soviet propaganda (one is re
minded of the joke, which ran through 
Washington last summer and has appeared 
in many forms, about the two Yugoslavs 
surveying the wreckage after the Skoplj'e 
earthquake: one tells the other, "The CIA 
did it. Pass the word."), yet there is the 
possibility of their truth. Certainly they 
have been officially denied, but then so were 
the U-2 :flights and the Guatemalan and 
Cuban sorties-at the time. 

About all the scholar can conclude is that 
the CIA is neither perfect nor valueless. The 
official information which has been disclosed 
presents entries for both sides of the ledger, 
and it is sure that these facts barely scratch 
the surface. There is no _way for us to tally 
up a final score for the CIA's efficiency. 

All the while, there is a very distinct threat 
that the CIA, in performing its functions as 
best it can, may lead the United States into 
new and unwanted foreign policy situations. 
The CIA may at times make its own foreign 
policy; though this has been hotly denied by 
every CIA Director, the 1963 disclosure that 
the agency had been secretly aiding South 
Vietnamese Special Forces in their raids of 
Buddhist pagodas-raids that the U.S. Gov
ernment officially con.demned-seemingly 
presents such a case.49 Even if it carries out 
only official State Department and National 
Security Council policy, though, the CIA's 
tactics may lead the nation into trouble. 

4..5 Andrew Tully, CIA: The Inside Story, p. 
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State, p. 284. David Wise and Thomas B. 
Ross, The Invisible Government, pp. 128-30. 
Andrew Tully, CIA: The Inside Story, pp. 1-7. 

+7 Allen Dulles, The Craft of Intelligence, 
p. 224. David Wise and Thomas B. Ross, 
The Invisible Government, pp. 6-96. 
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The U-2 fiights provide an example of how 
the United States may be forced to make 
hurried and contradictory statements be
cause of the CIA's efforts; the bumbling 
hypocrisy which American presented to the 
world in the spring of 1960 left us in inter
national disgrace. Perhaps the best example 
of how the U.S. may be forced to undo itself 
is provided by the New York Times' recent 
account of the 1962 plot to doctor Cuban 
sugar; 

"On Aug. 22, 1962, the S.S. Streatham Hill, 
a British freighter under Soviet lease, crept 
into the harbor of San Juan, Puerto Rico, for 
repairs. Bound for a Soviet port with 80,000 
bags of Cuban sugar, she had damaged her 
propeller on a reef. 

"The ship was put in drydock, and 14,135 
sacks were off-loaded to facilitate repairs. 
Because of the United States embargo on 
Cuban imports, the sugar was put l.!nder 
bond in a customs warehouse. Sometime 
during the lay-up, agents of the Central In
telligence Agency entered the customs shed 
and contaminated the off-loaded sugar with 
1\ harmless but unpalatable substaru:e. 

"Later, a White House official, running 
through some intelligence reports, came upon 
a paper indicating the sabotage. He investi
gated, had his suspicions confirmed and in
formed President Kennedy, much to the an
noyance of the CIA command. 

"The President was not merely annoyed; 
he was furious, because the operation hao(f 
taken place on American territory, because 
it would, if discovered, provide the Soviet 
Union with a propaganda field day, and be
cause it could set a terrible precedent for 
chemical sabotage in the undeclared "back
alley" struggle that rages constantly between 
the West and the Communist countries. 

"Mr. Kennedy directed that the doctored 
sugar not leave Puerto Rico. This was more 
easily ordered than done, and it finally re
quired the combined efforts of the CIA 
the Justice Department, the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, the State Department, 
customs agents and harbor authorities to 
dis-intrigue the intrigue. 

"The Soviet Union never got its 14,135 sacks 
of sugar; whether it was compensated for 
them has not been disclosed. · 

"It would be unfair to conclude that this 
was a typical CIA operation. On tlie other 
hand, it cannot be dismissed as merely the 
unwise invention of some agent who let his 
anti-Communist fervor get out of control. 

"There is good reason to believe that a. 
high-level political. decision had been taken 
to sabotage, where feasible, the Cuban econ
omy. The sugar project, harum-scarum. as 
it was, developed from a general policy de
termination in the Plans Division of the 
CIA, and the general policy, if not the . 
specific plot, presumably had the approval 
of the interagency, sub-Cabinet group re
sponsible for reviewing all operations that 
have political consequences." w 

Here, then, is an example of the CIA's 
carrying out an approved plan which could 
easily have disgraced this nation and opened 
up a whole new field of war. It would not 
have been a blunder or a mishap, as in the 
Powers flight, that brought the United States 
to this unhappy position, but the efficient 
tactical maneuvering of the CIA. This is 
not divergent foreign policy, but poor imple
mentation, implementation that required 
the combined forces of many dissimilar gov
ernment agencies for its correction. Still 
this incident presents a3 great a danger as 
the CIA's setting its own foreign policy 
would. 

v 
The general argument is now clear: left 

to itself, the CIA is the most dangerous 
agency in the United States Government. 
It may determine foreign policy, either 

60 New York Times, April 28, 1966, pp. 1, 28. 

knowingly or (if we accept disclaimers such 
as Congressman BRAY's statement on the 
floor of the House last month: "The CIA 
does what the President tells it to do. It is 
not autonomous; it does not chart its own 
course.") accidentally, through its capacity 
to develop and pursue an operation free from 
everyday guidance or restriction from the 
more political parts of the government.51 It 
is, in one sense, its own ruler, for the only 
information the National Security Council or 
other high-level administrators have regard
ing the CIA's efficiency comes from the CIA 
itself. Its resources, both in number of em
ployees and funds available, give it a strong 
advantage over competing departments, such 
as State, in displaying and selling its wares 
in the governmental market-place. F'inally, 
its necessary secrecy-and secrecy often be
yond what is necessary--shield it from many 
of the traditional American forms of gov
ernmental control. 

Extraordinary measures are needed to 
check this powerful agency, but in the past 
these measures have not been forthcoming. 
Despite the fact that the CIA has been 
surveyed by no less than six a:d hoc bodies, 
five different parts of the Executive Branch, 
and four Congressional subcommittees, little 
that is meaningful has been accomplished. 
The ad hoc investigations have been too 
sporadic, the Executive groups too limited, 
the Congressional subcommittees too eager 
to be discreet. 

None of the first three ad hoc investiga
tions was very thorough. The first of them, 
a task force of the First Hoover Commission 
headed by Ferdinand Eberstadt, reported in 
1949 on national .security organization in 
general and gave only passing mention to 
the still-new CIA. It did, however, find the 
agency "sound in principle, but ... not now 
properly organized," and recommended that 
"vigorous efforts be made to improve the in
ternal structure of the Central Intelllgence 
Agency and the quality of its product." G2 

Another special survey, conducted by a three
man panel headed by Allen Dulles (then a 
lawyer in private practice), reported to the 
President and the National Security Council 

_in 1951; its findings were never opened to the 
public. It may be presumed that the alleged 
CIA failure to predict the Communist Chi· 
nese invasion of Korea was a central point or 
consideration for the group; their report is 
said to have found "much cause for dissatis
faction." 58 That their recommendations 
were probably accepted in large degree is evi· 
denced by the fact that, shortly after the re· 
port was circulated, Dulles was. made Deputy 
Director of the CIA. A third survey-this 
time of general CIA organization and per· 
formance-was made in 1954 by a four-man 
group, chaired by Lieutenant General James 
H. Doolittle; it came at a time when Senator 
Joseph McCarthy was threatening to inves· 
tigate the "Communists"' in the intelligence 
community and probably was meant to head 
off what would have been a disastrous fishing 
expedition (the hearings were never held). 
Like the Dulles panel, Doolittle's group made 
only a private report, but it simultaneously 
issued, through the White House, a very 
brief public statement praising the CIA for 
"a creditable job" (though it also felt that 
there were "important areas in which the 
CIA organization, administration, and op· 
erations can and should be improved.") .5• 
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Far more detailed than any of these in
vestigations, indeed the most thorough gov
ernmental study of the intelligence commu
nity -yet produced, was the work of the five
man task force of the Second Hoover Com
mission, led by General Mark W. Clark. 
Originally only instructed to study and 
make recommendations abou"; the CIA, it 
enlarged its subject to a comprehensive 
review of all foreign intelllgence activities. 
It submitted two reports; one for the public; 
the other-including recommendations cov
ering many overseas operations--for the 
President only (even the full Commission 
was not allowed to pass upon it).55 Among 
its findings: that Allen Dulles, Director of 
Central Intelllgence by this time, had "in 
his enthusiasm ... taken upon himself too 
many ... duties and responsibilitie::: on the 
operational side of the CIA's activities;" 
that "certain administrative flaws have ' de
veloped in the CIA, which must be cor
rected to give proper emphasis and direc
tion to its basic responsibilities;" that "the 
American people can and should give their 
full confidence and support to the intel
ligence program," though this presents "a 
corollary demand for clarification of mis
understandings which have arisen in the 
public mind, largely as a result of the mis
application of secrecy." To correct these 
conditions, the task force recommended "a 
small, permanent, bipartisan commisS!I.on, 
composed of members of both Houses of 
the Congress and other public-spirited citi
zeno commanding the utmost national re
spect and confidence . . .; " modeled after 
the Hoover Commission itself, this new body 
would make periodic reports on the "er
ganlzation, functions, policies, and results" 
of the intelligence community to the Presi
dent and Congress; it would "be empowered 
by law to demand and receive any infor
mation it needed for its own use." 58 The 
full Commission did not fully accept this 
recommendation, feeling, no doubt from 
its own experience, that "while mixed Con
gressional and citizens committees for 
temporary service are useful and helpful to 
undertake specific problems and to investi
gate and makE' recommendations, such com
mittees, if permanent, present difficulties." 
It did, however, accept the need for a CIA 
"watchdog" by suggesting that "the Presi
dent appoint a committee of experienced 
private citi,zens, who shall have the respon· 
sibi11ty to examine and report to him peri
odically on the work of Governmen·ii foreign 
intelligence activities," as well as that "the 
Congress consider creating a joint congres
sional committee on foreign intelligence, 
similar to the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy." The Commission believed "the 
two committees, one Presidential and the 
other Congressional, could collaborate on 
matters of special importance to the na· 
tiona! security." 67 

Following the Bay of Pigs fiasco, President 
Kennedy asked a former Army Chief of Staff, 
General Maxwell D. Taylor, to make a special 
study of the Cuban failure and of America's 
capabilities for paramilitary operations. As
sisting Taylor were ROBERT KENNEDY, Dulles, 
and Chief of Naval Operations Arleigh 
Burke.58 Their report was never published, 
but it was no doubt directed to the Presi
dent's feeling that the CIA was one of the 
"soft spots" in his administration; following 
their study, Kennedy tightened up Executive 
review procedures over the CIA and trans
ferred primary responsibillty for any future 
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paramilitary operations f_rom :the CIA to the ' 
Pentagon.159 It may ~lso be ass~ed that the 
shake-up in t~e CIA administration in the 
late months of 1961 resulted in large part 
from the Bay of Pigs failure and the Taylor 
recommendations. A further st:udy of the 
CIA was made in 1964 by a special Presi
dentia~ task force composed of Federick E. 
Nolting, former Ambassador to South Viet 
Nam, Major General John M. Reynolds, a 
vice-director of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and 
John A. Bross, a deputy to the CIA Director. 
It may also have been a response to an al
leged intelllgence abuse-the Buddhist pa
goda incident-and could well have been the 
most enlightened study of the six, since all 
three members of the investigating panel 
were directly involyed in the compilation 
and use of foreign intelligence, but its find
ings have never been released by President 
Johnson.eo · 

The major faults of the six -ad hoc groups 
are clear: they have been too sporadic, occur
ring only once every three years or so, and 
lacking continuous information; and they 
have been far too secretive to settle the 
strong fe~rs of many Americans. Their 
recommendations have been all too often 
ignored, and thus have had only small im
pact upon the CIA. Furthermore, they are 
almost totally usel~ss as a check on the 
everyday activities of th~ intelligence com
munity. The offices of the Executive Branch 
which oversee the CIA offer far more hope of 
effective control than these periodic studies. 
They are regularized and better funded. Yet 
these have not been fully effective either. 

Though the CIA was established to in
form the National Security Council, the 
Council is not a prime check upon it. Many 
CIA activities are considered so mundane 
(even though they may have disastrous co-n
sequences) that the NSC may never learn 
about them. Basic oversight comes rather 
through the Special Group, also known as 
the 54-12 Group (from the number of Presi
dent Eisenhower's directive establishing the 
panel) .61 General guidelines set down by the 
NSC theoretically control CIA operations, but 
it is the 54-12 Gro-up that controls the rules' 
everyday application. The Group's current 
membership -includes Admiral Raborn, U. 
Alexis Johnson (Deputy Under Secretary of 
State for Political Affairs) , Cyrus R. Vance 
(Deputy Secretary of Defense) , and William 
D. Moyers and Walter W. Rostow (Presiden
tial assistants with 'special responsibilities for 
national security). Meeting once a week, 
they concentrate almost exclusively on oper
ations, attempting to head off actions that 
might prove politically embarrassing to the 
United States.WI But it do-es not clear mo-st 
of the routine intelligence-gathering activi
ties of the CIA, nor does it maintain con
tinuing supervision over those operations it 
does approve. It is confined to basic deci
sions, leaving everyday affairs to the agents 
"in the field". As the Cuban sugar sabotage 
plot almost proved, this is not close enough 
surveillance to insure against national dis
grace. Moreover, the Group is currently es
pecially handicapped by the fact that a 
majority of its members are still relatively 
inexperienced in national security intelli
gence affairs. 

Another controlling body, more aimed at 
improving general CIA efficiency than ap
proving specific operations, is the Foreign In
telligence Advisory Board. This group 
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succeeded the Board of Consultants on For
eign Intelligenc~ Activities in 1961. Its 
predecessor, which had been set up by Presi
dent Eisenhower in 1956 to implement the 
Hoover Commission's first recommendation, 
b,ad never gained the Presid'ent's close atten
tion and had lapsed well before 1961; one ex
planation was that President Eisenhower was 
"too busy to be bothered by it." oa The FlAB 
lias been more successful, no doubt due to 
the fact that its present Chairman, Clark 
Clifford, is one of President Johnson's closest 
cOnfidants. But the FlAB has a basic prob
lem (which was even worse for the Board of 
Consultants): meeting only once a month 
or so, it often finds itself exercising only ex 
post facto control. And, like the Special 
Group, it does nothing to inform the Con
gress and the people of its findings with re- . 
gard to the CIA's general competence. 

·A third check is the Bureau of the Budget, 
which considers the CIA's budget in some 
detail before it is hidden in the Defense 
J?epartment appropriation request that is 
finally sent to the Congress. Allen Dulles 
~as stressed that the CIA always stands 
ready to account for every dollar it spends.M 
But this control is merely budgetary, which 
is to say that it makes no substantive judg
ments. The Bureau of the Budget, sworn 
not to interpose policy judgments in its 
decisions, can merely weigh a proposed op
eration against the total amount of funds 
available for this and other projects; it can
not make crucial political judgments. 

The State Department and United States 
Ambassadors also exercise some control. The 
New York Times reports that the Ambassa
dors are now kept well-informed of CIA ac
tivities in their area, quoting Thomas Mann, 
Under Secretary of State: "I am sure that 
the policy is made here [at State] and that 
nothing is done without our consent;" it 
notes that Secretary Rusk feels "quite cer
tain the CIA is doing nothing affecting na
tional policy that he does not know about." 
But Rusk goes on to contradict Mann in 
adding that he is sure he is "the only one 
in the State Department informed about 
some of the things being done." 65 Such 
c'ontrol is obviously not nearly as thorough 
as is needed; it is still quite conceivable that 
a . CIA agent in some foreign land and the 
U.S. Ambassador to that nation are working 
in directly opposite directions. 

A new hope in the area of executive over
sight is the recently-formed Senior Inter
departmental Group. Charged with "re
sponsibility to the full extent permitted by 
law for the overall direction, coordination, 
and supervision of interdepartmental activi
ties of the United States Government over
seas (less exempted military activities)," 
SIG includes Under Secretary of State George 
Ball (who will serve as "executive chair
man") , Cyrus Vance, A'Clmiral Raborn, USIA 
chief Leonard Marks, JCS Chairman Earle 
Wheeler, AID administrator David Bell, and 
Bill Moyers-an unusually powerful and 
qualified contingent. While it is clear that 
this panel will have far more to do than 
control the CIA, it is just as obvious that 
SIG will enhance the State Department's 
ability to perform that task. As one high
ranking Foreign Service officer observed, "If 
State really gets hold of this thing, it could 
be the biggest shift in years." oo Given the 
traditional State Department inertia, though 
(see page 20), only time will disclose the 
true significance of the Senior Interdepart
mental Group. 

If executive oversight has not been com
plete enough, congressional oversight has 
been far, far worse. As one political com-
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mentator puts it, "The CIA has always had 
near sacred-cow-status on Capitol Hill." 11'1 

The most shocking aspect of the situation is 
that it is the Congress' own fault; the wall 
between it and the CIA is self-imposed. By 
defining the CIA's duties in the National 
Security Act in the broadest possible terms, 
it left the actual limitation of the new 
agency not in its own hands, but in those 
of the NSC. The CIA Act of 1949 went even 
further, as we have seen; all the standard 
procedures inherent in Congress' traditional 
"power of the purse" were voluntarily 
waived. The conclusion that a majority of 
the Congress then felt many aspects of in
telligence to be "too hot to handle" is ob
vious, but worse than this is the fact that 
this extraordinary sense of discretion ( ac
corded to no other governmental area) still -
persists. 

Congressional control is vested in four sub
committees on the Central Intelligence 
Agency-one each from the House and Sen
ate Committees on Armed Services and Ap
propriations. These groups meet infre
quently and do not accomplish much at 
those meetings they do hold. In 1963 the 
House Armed Services Subcommittee on the 
CIA met five times, with the other subcom
mittees holding about the same number of 
sessions; this, sparse as it is, is a sharp rise 
over the years just before the Bay of Pigs 
fiasco, of which Congressman Walter Norblad 
of Oregon once noted, "We met annually
one time a year, for a period of two hours in 
which we accomplished nothing." os The 
basic fault is not a lack of meetings, though, 
but a reluctance to act; were the latter not 
the case, the former would not be either. 
Senator SALTONSTALL of Massachusetts, who 
serves on two of the subcommittees (he is 
the senior minority member of both Senate 
bodies), provides the best example of this 
problem. He has repeatedly asserted that 
the CIA is willing to produce information 
for his groups: "Whenever a suggestion was 
made as to whether there was anything more 
we should be told, or any information we 
might need, we always received it. . . . We 
could do more than we have done if we felt 
it were necessary to do so." Go Yet, he has 
just as consistently voiced strong feeling that 
the subcommittee should not do too much: 
"The difficulty in connection with asking 
questions and obtaining information is that 
we might obtain information which I per
sonally would· rather not have ... it is not 
a. question of reluctance on the part of the 
CIA to speak to us. Instead it is a question 
of our reluctance. . . . " 1o 

The sessions these subcommittees hold are 
all closed, but there is sufficient evidence 
that the groups function less for investiga
tion than for shielding the CIA from its 
critics. After the U-2 disclosures, Wn.Lis 
RoBERTSON of Virginia, one of the most influ
ential members of the Senate, complained, 
"I had been hearing testimony presented 
before the Committee on Appropriations by 
the Central Intelligence Agency for 13 years. 
Never during that time were we told what 
the money was to be used for. It was a 
deep, dark secret. . . . I asked a number of 
members of our Defense ( Appropriationsj 
Subcommittee if they knew that the Central 
Intelligence Agency owned and operated 
planes, and they said they did not . . . it 
embarrassed me to know that the CIA 
had planes. . . ." 71 Senator Henry c. 
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Dworshak's account of his experiences with 
congressional control of the CIA is more 
&arcastic: 

"A year ago I was assigned to membership 
on the Subcommittee on Defense Appropi"ia
tions. For a long time I had had certain mis
givings and uncertainty with respect to the 
operations of the CIA. I was very eager to 
find out something about the CIA, because 
it is a very vital and important agency in 
the executive department of the Government. 

"When the director of the CIA appeared 
before the Senate appropriations subcommit
tee, I was so naive as to think that, as a 
member of the committee, and as a member 
of the Senate, I might be entitled to some 
information. 

"I ventured to -ask certain questions of 
the director. I was told very emphatically, 
'This information is classified.' Information 
as to the number of personnel is classified, 
whether there are 1,000, 10,000, or 20,000 
employees and officials working for CIA. Oh, 
Mr. President, that is highly classified infor
mation! 

"Then when I directed questions to the 
director about the amount of money required 
to operate the CIA. I was again told, quite 
forthrightly, 'This is classified information.' 
Hush hush! Members of the Appropriations 
Committee must be willing to assume that 
the CIA, as a part of our Defense Establish
ment, is operating efficiently. We are told 
that it should not be our concern to inquire 
whether we are obtaining full value for the 
several millions of dollars which are appro
priated annually for the CIA." 72 

Their excessive discretion, and the plain 
fact that they are often completely ignorant 
of important covert operations-before a.nd 
after-keep the present subcommittees from 
functioning as effective curbs upon the CIA. 

It was the recognition of these faults that 
led MIKE MANSFIELD, now the majority leader 
but then a Senate freshman, to introduce 
legislation in the 83rd Congress to set up a 
Joint Committee on Central Intelligence. 
The bill did not get out of committee in that 
Congress, but in 1956, the Committee on 
Rules and Administration (prompted by 
both the reasoned recommendations of the 
Hoover Commission and the wild charges of 
Senator McCarthy) favorably reported the 
bill by an 8-1 vote to the full Senate. The 
ensuing discussion was the only time either 
House, as a whole, has considered the pos
sibility of stronger methods of congres
sional control over the intelligence commu
nity. 

The measure was not merely MANSFIELD's 
idea; he had, by this time, been joined by 
34 cosponsors. The bill provided for a 
twelve-man joint committee, six from each 
House. Initial membership was limited to 
those Senators and Representatives already 
serving on one of the existing four subcom
mittees dealing with the Central Intelligence 
Agency. These members would select their 
own chairman and staff and have full cogni
zance and supervision over matters relating 
to the CIA, With power to advise, inquire, 
and report. Statr and other committee ex
penses for its first year were set at $250,000 
by the Rules Oommittee.7a 

The general points made in floor debate 
on the bill will be considered in the next 
section of this essay, a discussion of the pro
posal's merits and demerits; it Will suffice 
here to say that MANSFIELD, then just break
ing into "The Club", soon found himself up 
against almost all the notables in what Sen
ator CLARK has since referred to as "the Sen
ate Establishment".74 Just before the final 
vote, MANSFIELD commented, "I am beginning 
to feel a little like David facing Goliath, al-
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though I fear the results will not be the 
same"; in retrospect, he summed up the po
litical situation by saying, "What you had 
was a brash freshman going up against the 
high brass. I got a good education.'' 75 Among 
"the high brass", all both politically influen
tial and deeply committed to the existing 
system of control, were Senator Barkley (a 
former Vice-President and NSC member), 
HAYDEN, RUSSELL, SYMINGTON, and SALTON
STALL. To these men the two most crucial ob
jections to the resolution were its "fully in
formed" clause and its provision for a com
mittee staff.76 Allen Dulles had been espe
cially vehement about the latter point, feel
ing he would be making "unauthorized dis
closures" by discussing CIA matters before 
such a staff; selected legislators were all right, 
for they carry the mandate of the electorate, 
but, to Dulles, professional staff members 
were quite another matter.77 The final vote 
on the bill, 27-59, reflects the pressure 
of the Establishment; every member of 
the two Senate CIA Subcommittees (with 
the exception of Senator Chavez of New Mex
ico, who was absent), the only Senators 
eligible to serve on the proposed joint com
mittee, voted against it.78 Even ten co
sponsors of the resolution switched.70 Per
haps it is worth noting that Senator John F. 
Kennedy voted for the bill; Senator Lyndon 
B. Johnson voted against it.so 

Since 19·56, every Congress has seen at 
least a score of similar resolutions, but none 
have emerged from committee. The House 
Rules Committee held two days of hearings 
on CIA oversight on March 1 and 2, 1960, 
but later voted to shelve all seventeen resolu
tions on the subject.Bl Periodic reports of 
CIA abuses have aroused cries for renewed 
consideration of such measures, but no com
mittee has as yet responded. In the present 
Congress, there are over two dozen resolu
tions on the subject, but none should be 
accorded more than a very slight chance of 
ever passing either House. 

VI 
Its one complete airing in the Senate, plus 

a large number of articles in the press, have 
provided a considerable background of debate 
for the proposal to establish some kind of 
strong Joint Cominittee on Intelligence. The 
major points in this heated discussion may 
be briefly summarized. 

The major argument of those who see ·a 
need for such a cominittee is based upon 
Lord Acton's statement that "power cor
rupts, and absolute power corrupts abso
lutely." While a certain need for secrecy is 
recognized, it is held that excessive secrecy 
invites abuse. There is no way at present for 
the Congress meaningfully to deterinine 
whether the CIA is doing ·a creditable job. 
"It is difficult to legislate intelligently if 
there is a dearth of the information upon 
which Congress must rely ..• .'' 82 Free from 
the reins of Congress, the CIA is able to 
mount operations, such as the Bay of Pigs 
effort, which would face very difficult chances 
of ever being approved by the Congress. As 
Congressman ROGERS of Florida has put it, 

75 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl. 102, pt. 5, p, 
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" ... we have trusted a Government -agency to 
make all but war without the consent of 
Congress." sa There are those who would 
argue that even limited wars -are not impos
sible for the CIA under present arrange
ments. 

A second important argument in favor of 
a strong "watchdog" committee is that the 
half-dozen investigations of the CIA, which 
functioned largely in a manner siinilar to 
that of a weak Congressional Special Com
Inittee, have not provided adequate investiga
tion, even in combination with the other 
existing control bodies. Each of the six 
surveys has found inadequacies in the CIA, 
but their recommendations for correction 
have usually been kept secret; the inade
quacies wtlre usually still there when the 
next investigation took place. Perhaps, it is 
argued, this is because the Congress didn't 
have a cnance to exert some prodding po
litical pressure. "It is not enough that CIA 
be responsible alone to the White House or 
the National Security Council," the Senate 
Rules Committee concluded. "Such respon- -
sibility should be shared with Congress in 
a more complete manned.'' B4 

Another argument, first put forth by Sen
ator MANSFIELD in the Senate floor debate, 
is that the development of the CIA under 
essentially only Executive control, if that 
represented an "arrogation of power on the 
part of the Executive and a diminution to 
that extent of the equality between the ex
ecutive and the legislative.'' Both MANS
FIELD, and Senator MoRSE of Oregon ex
pressed strong fears that, through its con
trol of secret information vital to foreign 
policymaking, the CIA abetted the Execu
tive's increasing domination over this field, 
to the exclusion of Congress.ss 

To illustrate their feeling that a "watch
dog" committee would be a proper and effi
cient control over the CIA, many propose the 
analogy to the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. Regular Congressional supervision 
in the field of atomic energy has existed 
through this committee sfuce 1946.86 It ru::ts 
upon matters just as sensitive as foreign 
intelligence and has had no major difficul
ties in ironing out jurisdictional lines with 
the other standing committees. Above all, 
it has functioned well: 

"The work of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy bas been of benefit to the 
country at large. It has maintained con
gressional liaison with, and congressional 
control of, much of the work of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. It has provided a 
forum where information can be solicited 
and exchanged to the mutual satisfaction 
of .all parties. It has given to Congress, for 
its guidance and assistance, a trained staff 
especially concerned with atomic energy 
matters. It has, at the same time, provided 
the Atomic Energy Commission With a legis
lative group familiar with its probleins and 
alert to its particular needs and objectives. 

"The members of the Atomic Energy Com
mittee have the full confidence of the other 
Members of Congress. Their legislative ac
tions are based on the knowledge that trusted 
Members of both Houses are fully cognizant 
of developments in atomic energy. They do 
not have to depend upon the unilateral 
judgment of the executive branch as to what 
Members of Congress ought or ought not to 
know." 87 

The Senate Rules Committee not only 
praised JCAE, but concluded, "What is true 

ss Cited in Fred J. Cook, "The CIA," The 
Nation, June 24, 1961, p. 569. 
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of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
can be true of a new joint committee orga
nized to oversee the Central Intelligence 
Agency.88 

A fifth argument is that a strong "watch
dog" committee would provide new public 
and Congressional confidence in the now 
much-maligned agency. It could prove use
ful in denying the various unfounded inter
national rumors of nefarious CIA activities, 
denials that mean little from the present 
clearly-biased subcommittees; it could also 
assist in safeguarding the agency from such 
domestic demagogues as former Senator Mc
Carthy. In addition, it could help to safely 
publicize, without disclosure of vital infor
mation, the strength of our intelligence 
agencies, publicity which Allen Dulles has 
conceded would be one of the most effective 
deterrents to a potential enemy's appetite 
for attack.89 

Sixth, it is argued that a "watchdog" com
mittee might prove of definite value in expos
ing and counteracting possible prejudice that 
may slip in to the CIA's factual judgments, 
prejudice that Dulles has called the intelli
gence field's "most serious occupational haz
ard."90 

In sum, the proponents of a strong joint 
committee argue that, in an era of increas
ing reliance upon foreign intelligence, there 
is a wide area in which the Congress could 
help to improve the intelligence product and 
safeguard American democracy. Congres
sional avoidance of this area is considered 
to be nothing less than an evasion of con
stitutional responsibility. 

Opponents of a strong joint committee 
are, by and large, more vehement than those 
in favor of such a committee, for while the 
latter generally see the proposal as neces
sary to halt an indirect threat to American 
democracy, many of the former see the idea 
as an immediate surrender of American se
curity. To these men, the extent of present 
CIA secrecy is vital, lest important national 
secrets be disclosed to America's enemies. 
They quote from George Washington: "The 
necessity of procuring good Intelligence is ap
parent and need not be further urged. All 
that remains for me to add, is, that ... the 
whole matter [be kept]as secret as possible. 
For upon. Secrecy, Success depends in most 
Enterprises of this kind, and for want qf it, 
they are generally defeated, however well 
planned and promising a favorable issue;" 
and from James Forrestal: "There is, of 
course, the Central Intelligence Agency, on 
which, I am sure you will agree, if one is to 
secure improvements, one must undertake to 
secure them without fanfare." 91 There are 
clearly solid reasons for their position. 
Sources of certain types of data would im
mediately "dry up" if disclosed. Under
ground actions must by definition be kept 
secret 1f they are to succeed. Referring again 
to Allen Dulles: "Any investigation, whether 
by a congressional committee or any other 
body, which results in a disclosure of our 
secret activities and operations or uncovers 
our personnel would help a potential enemy 
just as if the enemy were able to infiltrate 
their agents right into our shop." 92 This is 
a problem not merely for the United States, 
but also for our allies, many of whom con
tribute to and make use of our intelllgence 
services. 

Most of those who hold the present secrecy 
arrangements vital also feel that the exist-

BB Report No. 1570, p. 18. 
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ing control apparatus is adequate. They 
point out that the .public is repr~sented by a 
small group of its most experienced Con
gressmen and that the entire intelligence 
system functions, in theory at least, under 
responsible Presidential leadership. The 
willingness of the CIA to cooperate with the 
present subcommittees is cited; "no informa
tion has been denied and all desired in
formation has been candidly supplied." ea 
The large number of ad hoc investigations is 
held to be equivalent to what any joint com
mittee could safely do without impinging on 
the efficiency of the CIA. As Senator HAYDEN 
said in his lone dissent to the Senate Rules 
Committee report, "The greatest service we 
can do ... is to facilitate the important 
work of the Agency and to let it get its job 
done without being watchdogged to death." if 

Third, it is argued that the functions of 
the CIA ar~ essentially executive in charac
ter, since the agency serves the President, 
the National Security Council, and other de
partments in a staff capacity. Senator JAcK
soN has said that, given this relationship, he 
cannot understand the contention that there 
is no constitutional control.96 If we are to 
have a joint committee for the CIA, must we 
have a similar joint committee for the De
partments of Interior, Agriculture, Com
merce, and other executive agencies? Should 
the FBI be overseen by a new joint commit
tee? Furthermore, a Joint Committee on 
Intelligence might raise a constitutional 
issue on the separation of powers between 
the executive and legislative branches. Sen
ator HAYDEN felt that, since the CIA officially 
undertakes activities only in accordance with 
National Security Council directives, any 
Congressional action which seeks to interfere 
with or pry into this relationship "would 
tend to impinge. upon the constitutional au
thority and responsibility of the President in 
the conduct of foreign affairs." oo 

Those who oppose a "watchdog" committee 
do not accept the analogy to the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy. During the Sen
ate debate, Senator SALTONSTALL especially 
emphasized the motion that the JCAE deals 
with a much larger operation, having pos
sible effect on the domestic economy. The 
JCAE overlooks a field in which the Govern
ment is basically involved in manufacturing; 
it is closely involved in detailed legislative 
considerations. Intelligence, however, is 
vastly different from the field of atomic 
energy; a Joint Committee on Intelligence 
would have little or no legislation to con
sider.or Also, there is disagreement over 
whether the JCAE is doing an appropriate 
job. There is strong feeling, both in the 
Congress and among scholars, that it has, in 
some respects, taken over many tasks which 
should be performed by the AEC. "The 
JCAE," it is said, "is ... not merely a legis
lative mechanism, but also a coparticipant 
in executive decision-making." Ps Such ex
tension of power might not only raise serious 
constitutional questions, but prove disas
trous to the intelligence apparatus. 

A fifth argument is that the proposed com
mittee might someday give an overly power
ful forum to an irresponsible demagogue or 
even a mere ideologue, of which there are 
many in the Congress. Such a person could 
not only endanger the intelligence system 
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roadblock to vital operations. Intelligence 
with actual or threatened disclosures, but 
might also prove a potent behind-the-scenes 
is held to be far too important to be hin
dered by politicians searching for political 
capital. 

Finally, it is said, somewhat threateningly, 
that the present committee chairmen would 
oppose such a. committee on the grounds 
that it might impede them in their own 
jurisdictions. The loss of control over mili
tary intelligence would hardly sit well with 
RICHARD RUSSELL. 

Summing up for the opposition, then, one 
might cite Senator HAYDEN's comment, "How 
it would be possible to keep the American 
people fully informed and at the same time 
keep our Communist enemies in the dark, 
it is difficult to imagine. There must be 
secrets. There are men all over the world 
who· are engaged in the service of the CIA. 
Are we to tell the dicta tors in Moscow how 
much money we are spending in employing 
these men and where they are empolyed ?" IHI 

Certainly not; indeed, says Senator RussELL, 
rather than disclose vital secrets of the CIA, 
"It would be better to abolish it out of 
hand." 100 

VII 

Once again the Central Intelligence Agency 
is prominently in the news. The recent 
disclosure that Michigan State University 
served as the "cover" for CIA agents in South 
Viet Nam during a multimillion dollar tech
nical assistance program the university con
ducted for Ngo Dinh Diem's regime has 
spread fear among many Americans that 
the CIA is far more pervasive than had been 
previously suspected. All of those universi
ties now receiving some CIA aid are cur
rently suspect. At almost the same time, it 
has become known that an Estonian refugee, 
Juri Raus, who is being sued for slander in 
a Federal District Court in Baltimore, is 
basing his defense on the fact that the al
leged slander was committed in the course 
of his duties as a CIA agent. Raus is claim
ing immunity from the .suit on the ground 
that he had acted as an official agent of the 
Federal Government. Here again, the CIA 
appears in an unusually dim light. 

Partially as a response to these incidents, 
the New York Times has published a 25,000-
word study of the Central Intelligence 
Agency, compUed by a staff of writers and 
researchers, and based not only upon much 
of the data cited here, but as reports from 
foreign correspondents and interviews with 
high government officials as well.1o1 It con
cludes that "while the institutional forms 
of political control appear effective and suffi
cient, it is really the will of the political of
ficials who must exert control that is im
portant and that has most often been lack
ing ... the control question, while real and 
of the utmost importance, is one of 'not 
measures but men'. The forms. of control 
mean nothing if there is no will to contrcl, 
and if there is a will to control, then the 
form of it is more or less irrelevant." 102 This 
conclusion seems reasonable: certainly the 
Congressional subcommittees could be 
stronger bodies if their members chose to 
make them so, and both the 54-12 Group 
and the Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board 
could do more by meeting more often and 
demanding greater information from the 
CIA. But it is easy to misinterpret this 
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fact. The Times' survey finds little to criti
cize in the Executive Branch control bonies, 
proposes that the Director of Central In
telligence be the key figure in any system 
of control, and suggests that control can be 
attained only periphera:i.ly through congres
sional supervision-in short, the basic con
trol structure should be within the Execu
tive Branch. These recommendations echo 
Allen Dulles' comment that in the field of 
intelligence "you have to take certain things 
on faith. You have to look to the man who 
is directing the organization and the results 
he achieves. If you haven't someone who can 
be trusted, or who doesn't get results, you'd 
better throw him out and get somebody 
else." 1oa It is this reliance upon the execu
tive-to the almost complete exclusion of the 
legislative-that must be examined. 

A good deal of secrecy cannot be denied 
the CIA, for it is certainly true that some 
secrecy is indispensable to much of its work. 
None of the responsible proponents of a 
"watchdog" committee has suggested, for in
stance, that the agency divulge the names 
of· all its employees. What is being sought 
is not a completely open intelligence ·appa
ratus, but merely one that will be prevented 
from entering the Alice-in-Wonderland 
world that excessive secrecy can cause. 
Complete oversight may be impossible, but 
strong liaison is not, and this liaison does 
not now exist. The shock in Congress fol
lowing the U-2 and Bay of Pigs disclosures 
indicates that many of the most important 
CIA operations are completely hidden from 
Capitol Hill. Yet the executive cannot be 
merely self-controlled; the Founding Fathers 
recognized this over 175 years ago and de
liberately set up a governmental system 
filled with checks and balances. 

To say that the CIA's activities are essen
tially executive in character is to say little; 
the Departments of State, Commerce, In
terior, etc.-all clearly executive-are closely 
checked by Congressional committees. Even 
the FBI, a favorite example of "watchdog" 
opponents, is supervised; as a part of the 
Justice Department, it is monitored by the 
two Committees on the Judiciary. All that 
those who stress the CIA's executive nature 
are really saying is that, since it is execu
tive, the CIA should be singled out for sepa
rate treatment by a joint committee. Look 
at the JCAE, it is said; it has abrogated 
executive power. But arguing against a 
"watchdog" committee in this way misses 
the point of the analogy. The JCAE was 
set up by the Congress because of a wide
spread feeling that the particular problems 
of the field of atomic energy could best be 
handled in this manner. Most proponents of 
strong Congressional supervision of the CIA 
feel that intelligence too could best be han
dled jointly, but would be almost as happy 
to have separate "watchdog" committees in 
each House. Unity is proposed only to save 
the CIA from redundant testimony and to 
help prevent harmful security disclosures. 
When the analogy to the JCAE is made, it 
is done so merely to prove that a "watchdog" 
apparatus can keep a secret, and resist being 
overrun by cheap politicians in search of 
demagogic fodder, while effectively curbing 
hidden power. 

The joint committee format has its weak
nesses. No matter how it is constituted, it 
will not be able to conduct wide-ranging 
public investigation of the CIA; some dis
cretion will always be necessary. Further
more, if the Mansfield method of starting 
such a committee with present CIA subcom
mittee members is used, the new committee 
will suffer from the same biases as the old 
ones. These are relatively unimportant, 

103 U.S. News and World Report, March 19, 
1954, p. 67. 

though, when balanced against the prospect 
of Congress effectively fulfilling its consti
tutional responsibilities. Let us put an end 
to arguments that the joint committee pro
posal is unsafe. It is certainly no more un
safe than the present subcommittees and, 
more generally, it must always be remem
bered that democratic government will al
ways involve personnel risks. On the other 
hand, a joint committee has the added ad
vantage of easily lending itself to the addi
tion of Congressmen and Senators from the 
Foreign Affairs (Relations) and Government 
Operations Committees, many of whom 
would bring useful insights to Congressional 
surveillance of the intelligence community. 
Far more than the present segmented system 
of four subcommittees, a Joint Committee 
on Central Intelligence presents the possi
bility of intelligent oversight with the fewest 
possible security leaks. • 

A "watchdog" committee would not be a 
panacea though, and this writer believes 
further action is needed. The Senior Inter
departmental Group offers new hope of 
greater executive surveillance of the field of 
intelligence, but its wide range of duties will 
probably prevent it from realizing this hope. 
A stronger possibility for better oversight 
would be presented by reconstituting the 
54-12 Group in such a way as to include 
Congressional representation; this panel 
might then serve as ~n additional "watch
dog". Even more crucial is the need for an 
informal national discussion of what we 
should expect from our intelligence appara
tus. "Those who believe that the United 
States Government on occasion resorts to 
force when it shouldn't," Richard Bissell, 
former CIA Deputy Director, once correctly 
noted, "should . . . direct their views to the 
question of national policy .... 101. Many of 
the abuses attributed to the CIA might never 
have occurred had the United States not let 
its intelligence apparatus develop so hap
hazardly. Intelligence is an ugly business, 
but today it must be accepted, and the 
sooner we do so--and decide how we are 
going to carry it out-the better. If the 
American people are against covert opera
tions, for instance, let them rise up and say 
so--and not let the Government assume 
their feelings on the matter. 

There is no easy solution to the problems 
of controlling central intelligence, but some 
delicate compromise must be sought. No 
issue is more basic than whether we can 
preserve rule by "consent of the governed" 
in today's troubled world. No challenge is 
greater than the combination of adequate 
intelligence machinery with the principles of 
popular government. It is imperative that 
we meet the challenge, or American democ
racy will either be rapidly destroyed or slowly 
whittled away. 

PROGRESS REPORT ON NATIONAL 
COMMITTEE TO SAVE THE U.S. 
CAPITOL 
Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
include three editorials. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, about 

a month ago I announced the formation 
of a National Committee To Save the 
U.S. Capitol. The purpose of the com-

10' New York Times, April 29, 1966, p. 18. 

mit tee was to mobilize public· opposition 
to the proposals of the Architect of the 
Capitol, Mr. George Stewart, to extend 
the historic west front of the Capitol. 
Mr. Stewart's project would not only 
cost $34 million at a time when we 
are being asked to forego every possible 
unnecessary expenditure, but it would 
also destroy and cover up for all time the 
last remaining face of the historic orig
inal U.S. Capitol Building. 

Since that time the response to this 
appeal has been most encouraging. 
Some 10 Members of the Senate and 20 
Members of the House have accepted 
honorary cochairmenships on this com
mittee. Legislation has been intro
duced in both Houses of Congress to 
block the Architec_t's move, at least until 
the whole matter can be more fully and 
publicly discussed and the best possible 
engineering and architectural advice can 
be submitted to the Congress. 

In addition, the response from the peo
ple back home, the grassroots senti
ment, has been tremendous. These are 
not just the architectural purists. These 
are the people who do not believe Con
gress ought to spend $34 million when 
we are faced with overwhelming military 
expenditures in Vietnam. 

These are the people who do not be
lieve Congress needs 119 "hideaway" 
offices in the U.S. Capitol only a couple 
of years after we spent $125 million to 
build a new· House office building, in
cluding a modern electric subway to 
speed Members back and forth between 
the Capitol and their offices. ' 

These are the people back home who 
believe our most treasured national 
shrine should be preserved, not defaced 
and destroyed, especially on the basis of 
a plan that was put forward by a man 
who is not an architect, and a plan that 
was developed in secrecy without any 
public review or debate. 

I am confident the views of the people 
back home will be heard in this Congress 
and will block the unnecessary and most 
deplorable extension project. 

Under leave to extend my remarks I 
include thoughtful editorial comments 
from three outstanding upstate New 
York newspapers, the Syracuse Herald
Journal of June 29, 1966, the Bingham
ton Evening Press of June 28, 1966, and 
the Freeman's Journal of Cooperstown, 
N.Y., of June 29, 1966, one of the oldest 
and most distinguished weekly news
papers in the Nation: 
[From the Syracuse (N.Y.) Herald-Journal, 

June 29, 1966] 
THE CAPITOL PROFANERS 

Representative SAMUELS. STRATTON is issu
ing a call to join him in "fighting city hall". 
He wants our support in the form of protest 
letters to our Washington representatives to 
halt a proposed $34 million extension of the 
U.S. Capitol. 

After thinking it over, we are angry enough 
to back up STRATTON's call with one of our 
own. 

Our Capitol at Washington, in the words 
of Allen Nevins, is the "best loved and most 
revered building" of our nation, and no one 
yet has publicly attempted to justify the idea 
of this extension on a basis of need or of 
money. 
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This grandiose proposal by a handful of 

men (J. George Stewart, the congressional 
architect, and the Commission on the Exten
sion of the Capitol) would destroy the west
ern front of the building with its handsome 
classic walls and cascading staircases. In 
their place would be another restaurant, two 
movie theaters and 109 new "hideaway" con
gressional offices, STRATTON reports. 

Whether the exterior walls are or are not 
safe is a matter for competent engineers. If 
they are unsafe, they can be rebuilt and re
placed without alteration of the original de
sign. The British restored their House of 
Commons after Nazi bombing; and they in
sisted that it be restored, not modernized or 
modified. 

Let's not let a few men in Washington tell 
us that our Capitol building (and it certainly 
belongs to all of us) must be defaced ... 
This is our shrine of democracy ... We want 
it to remain as it is. 

[From the Binghamton (N.Y.) · Press, 
June 28, 1966] 

THE NOISY WESTERN FRONT 
The humble but honest Virginia sand

stone of the West Front of the U.S. Capitol is 
crumbling after 166 years. A face of the 
nation, so to speak, needs repair. 

Something called the Commission for the 
Extension of the Capitol has decided on a 
major face-lifting-replacement of the sand
stone with marble and extensions of the West 
Front 88 feet to accommodate another Cap
·itol restaurant, two theaters, some offices, 
some conference rooms and a tourist center. 

The estim~ted cost is $34,000,000, but in 
the light of experience with Congressional 
construction of recent years, the figure can
not be taken seriously. The hideous Ray
burn Building, for example, started out with 
a $20,000,000 estimate and ended up at some
where around five times that. 

The Commission for the Extension of the 
Capitol has five members, Capitol "architect" 
J. George Stewart, House Speaker JOHN 
McCoRMACK, Senate Minority Leader EvER
ETT M. DmKSEN, Vice-President HUBERT H. 
HUMPHREY, and House Minority Leader GER
ALDR.FORD. 

Mr. Stewart's title has quotes around it 
because he is not really an architect. The 
commission has the power to alter the Cap
itol without asking further Congressional 
approval and the decision on the West Front 
was made at a meeting which neither Mr. 
FORD nor Mr. HUMPHREY attended. 

Since then the cries of outrage have· risen. 
Some of the most outspoken comment has 
come from Democratic Representative SAM
UEL S. STRATTON Of Amsterdam. Mr. STRAT
TON attacks the project as too costly, and 
a needless defacement of the "last remaining 
section of the original building." He also 
argues that most of the things that would 
be provided in the expanded building are not 
needed. · 

Mr. STRATTON is in good company. The 
National Capital Fine Arts Commission and 
the American Institute of Architects take_ 
about the same view. Such varied editorial 
voices as those of the Milwaukee Journal, 
the New York Times and the Washington 
Post have thundered in protest. 

At the risk of being a copycat, we'd like 
to get on the bandwagon. 

There is something essentially wrong with 
a five-man commission having the complete 
say about what is to be done with a na
tional monument of a democracy. There 
also is something wrong about the office of 
Architect o'f' the Capitol not being headed 
by an architect. There also is something 
wrong about Congressional buildings being 
the only public structures in the capital that 

do not have to be submitted to the Fine 
Arts Commission for approval. 

Representative STRATTON is organizing a 
National Committee of One Million to Save 
the U.S. Capitol. That's all right, but we'd 
suggest that he might look into sponsoring a 
bill to recognize the Capitol architect's of
fice to make sure that Congressional min
ions no longer can build unsupervised, un
checked and unreviewed. 

[From the Freeman's Journal, June 29, 1966] 
ARCHITECTURAL CAUTION 

Swirling controversy onc'e again surrounds 
proposed changes in the architecture of the 
United States Capitol. Reconstruction of 
the East Front of the imposing structure 
was completed in 1961, despite a storm of 
architectural controversy. Now the Vice
President and the distinguished legislators 
who serve on the Commission for the Exten
sion of the Capitol have approved a proposal 
to enlarge, resurface, and redesign the West 
Front. 

That the West Front is in a state of struc
tural deterioration and even in danger of 
collapse is a fact. Something must be done 
and without delay. The question, however, 
is what? 

William Walton, chairman of the Federal 
Fine Arts Commission, leveled a heavy bar
rage of criticism at the proposal for extend
ing the West Front. He charged that the 
plan would be "a national tragedy" and that 
it would "vandalize" and "vulgarize" a great 
historic monument. 

Some senators and congressmen have added 
their criticism. Our own Rep. SAMUEL S. 
STRATTON announced formation of a National 
Committee of One Million to Save the United 
States Capitol. 

Few will contest the charm, grace, and in
spirational quality of the Washington Monu
ment, the Lincoln Memorial, or the Supreme 
Court, to cite but a few of the structures 
which help to make Washington one of the 
strikingly beautiful cities of the world. 

Some recent additions to Washington 
architecture, however, have been, in the 
judgment of many critics, ponderous, dull, 
monotonous, vulgar. A not-so-shining ex
ample is the new Sam Rayburn House Office 
Building, for which the present Capitol archi
tect bears responsibility. 

We assume that Congress will want to 
withhold its approval for changes in one of 
the world's most prominent and historic 
buildings until it has given careful considera
tion to the views of distinguished members 
of the architectural profession. 

U.S. LAWN TENNIS ASSOCIATION 
UNFAIR TO PERTH AMBOY TEN
NIS TOURNAMENT 
Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, the U.S. 

Lawn Tennis Association has monopolis
tically ruled that the people of Perth 
Amboy, N.J., will not be able to hold their 
annual tournament at the regular time 
this year. The association's new 100-
mile rule will not sanction a tournament 
within 100 miles of a USLTA at Forest 
Hills, Long Island. I intend to discuss 
this with the chairman of the House of 
Representatives Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce because I do not 

believe that any group in New York 
should have the power to prevent a tour
nament in New Jersey. 

I resent their new rule, Mr. Speaker, 
because I resent the association telling 
us.in New Jersey that we cannot hold our 
small tournament because it will conflict 
with their Forest Hills championship. 
From my personal experience, I know 
that the attendance at our tournament 
is almost entirely local, and t.hat it does 
not hurt the Forest Hills attendance at 
all. Some people from Perth Amboy do 
go to Forest Hills and I know, in fact, 
that our small toumament helps to in
crease interest in the larger champion
ship. 

Moreover, in making this arbitrary 100 
mile decree, the USLTA is acting like a 
monopoly and a trust. For, even though 
the antitrust laws do not apply to tennis, 
the association here is certainly violat
ing the spirit of the antitrust laws and 
is acting truly small and provincial. 

For nearly 30 years, Mr. Speaker, the 
people of Perth Amboy have been hold
ing a small local tennis tournament in 
the beginning of September. The tour
nament, though small and drawing at 
most 1,000 people for its 2 days of 
matches, has several important purposes. 
All the receipts from the tournament go 
to worthwhile charities in the area, the 
Deborah Fund, the Elks Crippled Kids 
Fund, and the Mount Carmel Nurses 
Fund. In addition, the tournament en
hances community spirit, while at the 
same time it builds up a local interest in 
tennis itself. 

For nearly 30 years, this small tour
nament for the people of Perth Amboy 
ran along smoothly and was allowed to 
proceed in its own small way. Occasion
ally, since the more famous Forest Hills 
toumament was drawing to a close at 
the same time that our tournament was 
being played, we were fortunate enough 
to get a big-name star. 

This year,_ however, there will be no 
big-name star at our tournament. There 
will, in fact, be no tournament at au. 

We, who are so angry over Russia's 
canceling our annual track meet for her 
own selfish political reasons, should not 
allow a big organization like the USLTA 
to refuse to sanction Perth Amboy's an
nual tournament for its own selfish pur
poses. At the height of the tennis season, 
during the Labor Day Week, the asso
ciation, at the expense of all nearby local 
tournaments, is attempting to secure for 
itself a monopoly of all the big-name 
players. The association fails to see, Mr. 
Speaker, that they will lose no revenue if 
they sanction Perth Amboy's touma
ment. They will only allow, if they do 
sanction it, a small tournament--held 
for charity-to continue for its 29th year. 
However, if it should not sanction the 
tournament, it will lose a great many 
friends, a good deal of respect, and a 
large amount of good will. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
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adjourns today it adjourn to meet on 
Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

.tries receiving our aid to ·carry on a 
profitable trade with North Vietnam at 
the very time Americans are being 
3laughtered by this Co~unlst enemy. 

The continued drain on our gold sup
ply caused by the ·reckless use of foreign 
aid could well bankrupt the United States 
·and force the devaluation of the dollar to 
make our money worthless. This is cer-

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, and I shall not object, 
I would like to put the distinguished 
majority leader on notice that next week, 
or very soon thereafter, I am going to be 
inquiring about when this session of the 
Congress may be expected to adjourn, 
because I have things to do as a few other 
Members have. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman's last 

campaign proves conclusively that he 
does not need to spend any time cam
paigning 1n his district. 

. tainly of paramount importance to the 
American people. At the rate gold is 
being withdrawn from this country, the 
dollar will soon be without support. We 
have already replaced our silver coins 
with copper. Our paper ~ollar may soon 
be worth little more than the cost of the 
paper it is printed on. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman f).·om Okla
homa? 

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH BUSINESS UNDER 
THE CALENDAR WEDNESDAY RULE 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that business 1n order 
under the Calendar Wednesday rule may 
be dispensed with on Wednesday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla
homa? 

There was no objection. 

FOREIGN AID HAS FAILED 
Mr. MARTIN of Alabama. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gen.tleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MARTIN of Alabama. Mr. 

Speaker, once again Congress is being 
asked by the Democrat administration to 
authorize the Federal Government to 
take billions of the hard -earned dollars 
of American taxpayers to finance many 
questionable projects under a hodge
podge program known as mutual assist
ance. Despite the lofty purposes of for
eign aid I am afraid the net result over 
the past 17 years has been to finance . 
the mutual e:trorts of foreign countries in 
ganging up on the United States, abusing 
the American people, and in collaborating 
with our enemies. Foreign aid has failed 
in its objectives. It has not weakened 
or stopped communism. It has bought 
no friendship or loyalty for the United 
States in its efforts to prevent any coun
try from going Communist when the 
Communists wanted to take over. It has 
depleted our gold reserve to the point 
where this Nation could face actual 
bankruptcy. It has helped to strengthen 
the economies of Communist countries 
so that Red dictators have been able · to 
tighten their control over enslaved popu
lation~. It has made it possible for coun-

Last year the U.S. balance-of-pay
ments deficit was $1.3 billion. u.s. gold 
reserves at this time amount to $13.8 bil
lion and foreign countries hold dollars, 
which are claims against our gold, of at 
least twice that amount. By law approx
imately $9 billion is required to back up 
the paper money which is in circulation 
today. So it is plain to see. how dan
gerous the situation is and yet the ad
ministration takes no steps to halt the 
pressure on our gold reserves by cutting 
back on the greatest source of the pres
sure, foreign aid. 

In short, what little good has ever 
been accomplished by foreign aid has 
been completely overcome by the harm it 
has done and is continuing to do to this 
country. 

I am opposed to the present bill, HE. 
15750, for the reasons I have just out
lined. My opposition is further in
creased by the provisions of this foreign 
aid bill by which Congress gives up more 
of its constitutional responsibility to the 
executive branch. We are asked to give 
the President extended authority to 
spend the peoples' money on these over
seas programs without checking with 
Congress. It is a betrayal of our oath 
of office to relinquish a responsibility de
manded of us under the Constitution, 
to manage the spending of Federal 
funds. We have no authority to give 
the President the power to spend these 
funds without an annual accounting to 
the Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, there is enough money in 
the pipeline to finance existing foreign 
aid programs for at least a year. I do 
not think we should authorize any more 
money for foreign aid until we have been 
able to make a thorough restudy of 
where and how the money is being 
spent, with the view of eliminating those 
programs which are not accomplishing 
the purposes for which Congress au
thorized the money and to eliminate en
tirely all funds going to Communist 
countries or to programs of the United 
Nations which in turn channel them to 
Communist countries. 

The American people, with good rea
son, do not trust the J oh,nson adminis
tration to be truthful about the foreign 
aid program any more than it has been 
honest about the Vietnam war and the 
Great Society programs at home. It is 
therefore our responsibility to the peo
ple we represent to be honest with them 
in matters in which they have a vital 

concern. We can· best l;)e honest by 
calling a halt to new foreign aid pro
·grams until we have uncovered the whole 
truth about what has been accomplished 
up to this time. I will vote against this 
bill. 

DR. PAUL A. MILLER 
Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
MOORE] may extend his remarks at this 
point in the REcORD and include extrane
ous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, President 

Johnson's nomination of Dr. Paul A. 
Miller, president of West Virginia Uni
versity, as Assistant Secretary for Edu
cation in the Deparement of Health, 
Education, and Welfare drew mixed emo
tions from my fellow West Virginians. 

Most West Virginians, I feel, are proud 
that the President has seen fit to name 
a man who was educated in West Vir
ginia and who has been devoted to the 
future of the State of West Virginia, to 
one of the most vi·tal and important 
Federal positions in the Nation. At the 
same time, there was a feeling of dd.sap
pointment that Dr. Miller is leaving his 
job at West Virginia University. 

The Weirton Daily Times sums this 
feeling up better than I. Under unani
mous consent, I place in the RECORD to
gether with my foregoing remarks the 
editorial of the distinguished editor of 
the Times, Paul Glover: 
[From the Weirton (W. Va.) Daily Times, 

July 9, 1966] 
WE HATE To LosE DR. MILLER 

Hancock County residents are elated that 
Dr. Paul A. Miller has been appointed to a 
high post in the Department of Health, Edu
cation and Welfare in Washington, but are 
sorry to lose him as head of West Virginia 
University. 

Dr. Miller has been recognized as one of 
the most able and distinguished men in 
higher education in the country. 

We all in Hancock County have a close 
attachment to him because this is his na
tive county. Although born in East Liver
pool, his family moved to a home near Ches
ter when he was still a boy. He attended 
Wells High School in Newell and was grad
uated at the top of his class there in 1935. 

His mother, Mrs. ~arry A. Miller, still re
sides in Chester. A brother, Bernie, lives 
across the river in East Liverpool. 

Dr. Miller attended Bethany College for 
_one year, then transferred to West Virginia 
University where he received an AB degree 
in 1939. He received his master's degree at 
Michigan State. He taught at Michigan 
State University for a number of years be
fore returni~g to his WVU alma mater four 
years ago. 

In accepting the government position, Dr. 
Miller succeeds Francis Keppel who resigned. 
The post pays $27,000 a year. 

Dr. Miller has been receiving an annual 
salary of $30,000, plus an estimated $10,000 
in fringe benefits at WVU. He has been the 
highest paid public omcial in the state. 

Dr. Miller has been well liked throughout 
the state for his aggressive administration. 
He also was popular with the student body 
and the faculty. 



July 14, ,1966 .CONGR:ESSIONAE: RECORD- HOUSE 15769 
When the City of Weirton held an appre

ciation .dip.ner for Thomas E. Millsap earlier 
in the year, it was Dr. Miller who was invited 
to make the principal address. D,r. Miller 
is knpwn p_ersonally py score~ of residents of 
Hancock and Brooke counties and his de
parture from the West Virginia scene will 
be a great personal loss to them. 

However, the whole state wishes Dr. Miller 
success in his new and more responsible field 
on the national level. In his new position he 
will have an opportunity to use his talents 
and energies-in the whole field of education 
and in a most strategic and important sit
uation and also at an important time in 
American educational history. 

BRIDGEPORT, W. VA., 150 YEARS 
OLD 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman . from West Virginia [Mr. 
MOORE] may extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and include extrane
ous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objec-tion to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MOORE. · Mr. Speaker, I have the 

privilege this evening of joining the resi
dents of Bridgeport, W.Va., in the cele
bration of its 150th birthday. 

Bridgeport is unique and rare in that 
one of its native sons, the ·late-famed 
wildcatter Michael L. Benedum gave 
proof to the community that he had nev
er forgotten his West -virginia birth
place. Today, thanks to the philan
thropy of Mr. Benedum, Bridgeport 
proudly boasts a civic and recreation 
center and swimming pool and a beauti
ful church as lasting remembrances of 
a man for his hometown. I might add 
that Mr. Benedum, a multimillionaire 
who lived in Pittsburgh, Pa., at the time 
of his death contributes hundreds of 
thousands of dollars annually to colleges 
and universities in West Virginia through 
the Claude W. Benedum Foundation. 

The Clarksburg, W. Va., Sunday 
Exponent-Telegram has an interesting 
account on the history of Bridgeport and 
its plans for the week-long sesquicen
tenial celebration in its July 10 edition. 

Under unanimous consent, I include it 
with my remarks in the RECORD: 
BRIDGEPORT PLANS SESQUICENTENNIAL EVENTS 

THIS WEEK 

Bridgeport is 150 years old, first chartered 
in 1816, and to celebrate this event, the week 
of July 11 through July 16, has been set 
·aside. 

Bridgeport was first settled before the war 
between Great Britain and the American 
Colonies, when a fort was built on the waters 
of Simpson Creek and was then known as 
Brldgefort. 

Some of the first settlers at that time were 
Andrew Davidson, Joseph Wilkinson, James 
Anderson, John Powers, and Joseph Johnson. 
Bridgeport, rich in heritage as part of a new 
developing nation, has grown into one of 
West Virginia's finest residential and busi
ness towns. 

A full week of events have been planned to 
entertain the many visitors expected. 

The annual Fireman's Fair will be in prog
ress nightly throughout the week starting at 
7 p.m. The fair this year is to be bigger and 

better, providing fun and thrills for young 
and old alike. 

At 6 p.m. July H at the Bridgeport Civic 
Center, the Sesquicentennial opening cere
monies will be held presided over by Mayor 
Walter Hathaway, who Will welcome all visi
tors · and introduce guests of national and 
local importance. 

At this time tb.e __ new addition to Bridge
port's water system will be dedicated with 
addresses by government officials of national 
prominence. Music for this program will be 
furnished by the . Bridgeport High School 
Band. 

Immediately following this ceremony at 
7:30p.m. will be the official Sesquicentennial 
Parade, which will follow a route east on 
Philadelphia Avenue to Center Street, then 
south on Center Street to Main Street, then 
West on Main Street to Virginia Avenue. 

The parade will be made up of many ex
citing floats, bands, marching units, fire de
partment vehicles from throughout north 
central West Virginia, clowns, old automo
biles and the candidates vieing for Sesque
centennial Queen. This parade promises to 
be one of the most elaborate seen in this 
area. 

Following the parade the public is in vi ted 
to attend a reception to be held in the din
ing room of the Civic Center to greet the 
many honored guests. Refreshments will be 
served. 

During the days of July 14, 15 and 16 there 
will be an industrial exhibit, open for all to 
view, in the main auditorium of the Civic 
Center. On display will be · exhibits and 
products of all the local industries. At the 
same time, the public is invited to tour the 
Civic Center building and grounds and view 
the library, West Virginia Room and the 
Benedum Room. 

On the Civic Center grounds will be found 
mobile trailers housing displays of West Vir
ginia wildlife from the Department of Nat
ural Resources and the "Telmobile" pre
sented by the C. & P. Telephone Company of 
West Virginia. 

All of these displays and exhibits will be 
open to the public during the hours of 1 
p.m. to 8 p.m. each of these days. 

At 7 p.m. July 15 a band concert will be 
presented on the lawn of the Civic Center. 
Following this event, at 10 p.m. on the stage 
at the fair grounds, the crowning of the 
Sesquicentennial Queen will take place. At 
10 a.m. July 16 a tribute to "The Great Wild
catter," Michael Late Benedum, in the form 
of a Birthday _Memorial will be held at the 
Chapel Building at the Bridgeport Cemetery. 

Paul G. Benedum, of Pittsburgh, nephew 
and business associate of the late Michael L. 
Benedum, will be present to relate some of 
his memories of this great man. In the early 
evening of this day, it is hoped there will be 
a "Fly-Over" of several C-119 transports of 
the Air National Guard. 

To bring the Sesquicentennial Celebration 
to a close, members of the Company E, 7th 
West Virginia Inf.aritry (Civil War) of Mor
gantown, will visit the Bridgeport Civic Cen
ter, where at 8 p.m. the 38-star Union Flag 
will be raised, while an authentic Civil War 
cannon and muskets will be fired. These 
men will be dressed in uniforms of the Civil 
War period and will provide a fitting close to 
this wonderous event. 

In conjunction with Bridgeport's Sesqui
centennial Celebration, guided bus tours will 
be provided by local real estate and building 
firms. 

It was announced by James W. Frush, that 
at 1 p.m. Saturday, July 16 and continuing 
through until 5 p.m. free bus tours will de
part from in front of the Bridgeport Civic 
Center. These tours will be available to all 
visitors and will follow routes that will allow 
the passengers to view both the old and the 
new expanding Bridgeport. 

Guides provided from the 'membership of 
the Bridgeport Women's Club will be aboard 
each bus to explain the community and its 
development as this tour continues. 

Frush stated, "All Bridgeport citizens are 
justly proud of their town and hopes that all 
visitors to the Sesquicentennial Celebration 
will take advantage of this opportunity to 
see first hand all that Bridgeport has to 
offer." 

CONGRESSMAN WYDLER'S 1966 
OPINION POLL REPORT -

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from-New 
York? 

There was no objec·tion. 
Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, it has 

become my tradition in the "Fabulous 
Fourth" Congressional District to send 
a questionnaire to each registered voter 
to test the prevailing opinion on great 
national issues. 

In March, I mailed my third annual 
questionnaire to over 100,000 constit
uents. The questionnaires sent in the 
previous 2 years brought complimentary 
responses and requests for more of the 
same. The enthusiastic response this 
year proves that people do care about 
their government. 

As in the past, there was no politics in 
the questionnaire. It was sent to all reg
istered voters regardless of party. The 
results were independently compiled and 
verified. · 

Our "Fabulous Fourth" District is 
progressive, successful, and well edu
cated. Its opinion i$ important. 

My reaction to the answers is that the 
American people are angry and frus
trated. Never has opinion been so clear
ly set forth and been so one-sided on 
many- issues. 

There is a general determination to 
stop communism in southeast Asia and 
to back the President's commitments 
there. 

The answers to questions Nos. 6, 7, and 
8 show the low public opinion of typical 
so-called Great Society programs. 

These results show the temper of the 
people. They are particularly signif
icant because they represent the com
bined thinking of a cross-section of the 
Fourth Congressional District of New 
York-the "Fabulous Fourth"-a leading 
part of the New America, the suburbs. 

I am still in the process of individually 
answering the thousands of comments I 
received but, the results having been 
tabulated, I am setting them forth in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for the bene
fit of my colleagues in Congress. 

Once again my thanks and congratu
lations to those who participated and 
made this questionnaire a success. I am 
addressing these results to "Postal Pa
tron" to reach each home in the hope 
of encouraging all citizens to register 
and vote this year. 

If I am reelected, the large participa
tion has assured that there will be a 
fourth annual questionnaire in the "Fab
ulous Fourth" District next year. 
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Percent-

Yes No Undecided 

J'OREIGN POLICY . 
In your opinion- · -~.. . 

1. Is it vital to the United States to save South Vietnam from a Communist takeover?---------------------------------------------------- 70.6 19.2 10.2 
2. If the Communists will not talk truce, should North Vietnam be hit harder?----------------------------------------------------------- 76.0 14.2 9.8 

70.4 17.8 11.8 3. Should the Congress support the President's decision to fight in southeast Asia?--------- ----------------------------------------------
4. Do you favor participation of Red China in the United Nations? __ -------------------------------------------------------------------- 29.7 69.1 11.2 

HOMEFRONT POLICY 

81.1 14.8 4.1 
12.8 80.7 6.5 

5. Do you favor my proposal ~o allow parents a tax cr~dit !or tuition paymentsJ ------~--------:----------------------------------------
6. If the war in Vietnam contmues, should taxes be ra1sed to finance an expans1on of Great Soc1ety programs?--------------------------

. 7.6 71.7 20.7 
10.0 83.2 

7. Do you think the war on poverty has been successful in improving the conditions of poor people?------------------------------------ -
8. Do you favor Federal rent subsidies to pay one-fourth of the rent for lower income families?------------------- ---------- ----------- 6.8 
9. Do you favor a reduction in spending to produce a balanced Federal budget?----------------------.-------------------------------- - 80.7 12.4 6.9 

GENERAL 

10. Do you believe that the Government gives the people enough reliable information on what it is doing? __ _ --------------------------- 22.5 67.3 10.2 
11. Have you felt the effects of an increase in the cost of living over the course of the past year?----------------------------------------- - 91.2 6. 7 2.1 
12. Is the Congress dominated too much by the President?------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 60.4 25.6 14.0 
13. Do you favor Federal legislation regulating packaging t9 protect consumers? (See Consumers Lobby) ___ --------------------------- 75.5 7.8 16.7 

CANCELLATION OF HEARINGS ON 
ELECTION REFORM LEGISLA
TION 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 

in view of the urgent need for reform in 
the field of political finance, I am deeply 
disappointed at the sudden and unex
plained cancellation of hearings on this 
subject which were scheduled to begin 
before the Elections Subcommittee of the 
House Administration Committee. Less 
than an hour and a half before the time 
set for the opening of hearings today, 
committee members and witnesses were 
notified of the cancellation. 

It is hard to understand this show of 
reluctance to come to grips with issues 
so important to the institutions of popu
lar government. Several bills· have been 
introduced looking toward reforms which 
leaders of both parties have stated are 
long overdue. The problems to which 
these bills address themselves require 
early attention by the Congress. Recent 
revelations of the activities of the Presi
dent's club give added reason for speedy 
action. 

Mr. SPeaker, all who are interested in 
the integrity of the election process w111 
be grieved that Congress is dragging its 
feet on the matter of ' election reform. 
I trust that the canceled hearings will 
be rescheduled as soon as possible and 
that a serious and penetrating study of 
the subject will be undertaken without 
further delay. 

REPRESENTATIVE CRAMER AD
DRESSES OHIO ASSOCIATIONS ON 
FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION 
CONTROL LEGISLATION 
Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There ·was no objection. 
Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, on Friday, 

July 8, 1966, the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. CRAMER], the ranking minority 
member on the Committee on Public 
Works and probably the most knowledge
able Member of this distinguished body 
on Federal water pollution control legis
lation, addressed a joint conference on 
water quality in Columbus, Ohio. 

The conference was held jointly by 
seven major statewide associations con
cerned with water pollution control in the 
Buckeye State. These groups are highly 
interested in developing a comprehensive 
water pollution abatement program in 
the State which will become the one to be 
put into effect under the provisions of the 
Water Quality Act of 1965. The seven 
organizations which held the conference 
are the Ohio Manufacturers' Association, 
the Ohio Chamber of Commerce, the Ohio 
Municipal League, the Ohio Farm Bureau 
Federation, tb.e Ohio Reclamation Asso
ciation, the Ohio Petroleum Council, and 
the Ohio Coal Conference, Inc. The 
conference was attended by over 500 con
cerned citizens of the State representing 
State and local governments, private in
dustry, farmers associations, nonprofit 
and civic organizations, and just con
cerned Ohioans. 

Mr. CRAMER's remarks are highly per
ceptive of and indeed relevant to the Fed
eral water pollution control programs. 

Mr. Speaker, Ohio has been one of the 
leading States of the Union in controlling 
water pollution through State and local 
government cooperation with specially 
created water pollution control entities. 
The Ohio River Water Sanitation Com
mission-ORSANCO-has long been re
garded as an outstanding example of a 
river commission being able to clean up a 
major river without reliance upon the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the REc
ORD, I include Mr. CRAMER's remarks be
fore the water quality conference, and I 
commend it to the attention of all Mem
bers of Congress and all Americans who 
are concerned about water pollution con
trol legislation: 

LEGISLATIVE DEVELOPMENTS - IN WATER 
QUALITY CONTROL 

(Remarks of the Honorable WILLIAM C. 
CRAMER, Member of Congress, before the 
Water Quality Conference jointly spon
sored by the Ohio Manufacturers' Associ
ation, the Ohio Chamber of Commerce, 
the Ohio Municipal League, the Ohio Farm 
Bureau Federation, the Ohio Reclamation 
Association, the Ohio Petroleum Council, 
and the Ohio Coal Conference, Inc., Colum
bus, Ohio, July 8, 1966.) 
Ladies and gentlemen, during the past 

decade, our Nation has become increasingly 
aware of the many water supply and water 
purity problems confronting it. 

Wide rivers have dwindled to streams, and 
lakes have been reduced to ponds. Streams 
and lakes which were once the pride of fish
ermen, swimmers, and other recreation and 
sports enthusiasts, in many instances, have 
now become open sewers. Some municipali
ties are without sufficient pure water to even 
meet the consumption demands of their 
residents. Some industries are without 
enough water to produce their products and 
to use in the operation of their machinery. 
Ships barely have enough channel depth to 
make it through some of the Nation's most 
important waterways. 

Our Nation has an acute water resources 
problem, It has been characterized by some 
as a "water famine." There is just not 
enough water of adequate quality at all the 
places where it is needed for municipal, in
dustrial, commercial, and irrigation pur
poses. It is so polluted, in many cases, that 
taxpayers and industries must pay ever-in
creasing taxes and spend ever-increasing 
sums of money to meet the needs of purifi
cation. 

In my opinion, there are few problems con
fronting this Nation today with the magni
tude and seriousness of maintaining suffi
cient pure water. The need for adequate, 
good quality water for all the Nation's uses 
is paramount, for water pollution menaces 
public health, destroys fish and wildlife, ad
versely affects manufacturing processes, re
duces property values, raises taxes, and de
stroys natural beauty. 

The increase in the amount and nature of 
pollution can be best illustrated by citing a 
few statistics. At the turn of the century, 
the total of municipal, industrial, and 
agricultural uses of water in the United 
States was about 40 b1111on gallons per day. 
By midcentury total water use had risen to 
about 203 billion gallons per day; and by 
1965, it had risen to about 367 billion gallons 
per day. By 1980, only 14 years from now, 
the average daily use of water is estimated to 
be an astounding 597 billion gallons. 
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Municipal wastes increased from an equiv

alent of the sewage discharge of 24 million 
persons in 1900 to a total equivalent of the 
sewage discharge of 75 million persons in 
1960. The comparable increase in industrial 
waste discharged was the equivalent of 15 
million persons in 1900 to 150 milllon per
sons in 1960. The increase of the two com
bined is roughly sixfold in sixty years. 
Municipal wastes increased threefold be
tween 1900 to 1960, but industrial wastes 
increased tenfold. 

As recently as 1960, 25 percent of munic
ipal wastes were being dumped into water
ways as raw sewage. Another · 31 percent 
was receiving only primary treatment, that 
is, the removal of only those solids which 
would settle. The very nature of the control 
problem has also changed, for water is being 
polluted today by materials unknown a few 
decades ago. 

THE WATER POLLUTION PROBLEM 
Ladies and gentlemen, the problem of 

water pollution is indeed a substantial one. 
Congress has proclaimed that it cannot be 
ignored. It must not be ignored. But just 
because it is a national problem, we need 
not rely completely upon the Federal govern
ment to correct it. 

I think that it has been amply demon
strated over the past decade that only by 
concerted action on Federal, State, and local 
levels of government to claim the water which 
falls on our land, and to implement effective 
water pollution control abatement, can we 
guarantee the citizens of this Nation that 
there wll be an adequate supply of water of 
needed quality in the future. The answer 
lies in the effective use and reuse of water, 
and that cannot be achieved without sincere 
cooperation between government and indus
try, from the Nation's Capital to every County 
Courthouse, and from monstrously large in
dustries to small plants. 

When one realizes that by the year 2000 
we will have a water supply need of 1,000 
billion gallons daily, I repeat-1,000 billion 
gallons daily, and that there are only 650 
billion gallons now available daily, then it 
becomes strikingly apparent that · this will 
necessitate water reuse. Ohioans must be 
fully aware of the necessity for water reuse, 
inasmuch as water from the Ohio River is 
used 3.7 times as the river winds its 1,000 
mile course. A program to provide sufficient 
clean water is the only way to meet these 
demands. 

One of the most essential elements in water 
pollution control is the maintenance of wa
ter quality. Its many intricacies have been 
the subject of heated debate both in and 
out of the Congress for many years. It will 
continue to be the one overriding issue in 
water pollution control legislation for some 
years to come. 

What are the current laws regarding water 
quality criteria, regulations, standards, and 
control? What about enforcement of such 
standards? How will the States and local 
governments be affected? What can con
cerned citizens and industries do? These 
are but a few of the questions with which 
I wish to concern myself today as I discuss 
water quality control and enforcement with 
you. Before we examine the details of the 
Water Quality Act of 1965, a desire for an 
understanding of some provisions of which 
has prompted this meeting today, it might 
be wise to first briefly examine the historical 
development of the Federal water pollution 
control program in general and water quality 
in particular. 

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT OF 1948 

The Water Pollution Control Act of 1948, 
sponsored by Senators Robert Taft and Alben 
Barkley, represented a significant break
through in terms of national recognition of 
the P,roblem. The theme of the legislation 

was that pollution was primarily a health 
problem best dealt with at a local level. 

THE 1956 CONTROL ACT-FIRST GRANTS 
Congress took a longer legislative step in 

1956 with the enactment of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act, better known 
as Public Law 660. The major innovation 
of the 1956 legislation was the provision for 
grants-in-aid to help local communities 
build sewage treatment works. Although 
the enforcement provisions of the 1956 Act 
allowed the Federal government to pursue 
with more authority the polluters of inter
state waters, they were regarded by most as 
being modest. However, this section did 
mark the entering wedge of what some con
sidered to be the most vital part of an effec
tive water pollution control program, namely, 
Federal sanctions. 

I know that all of you probably recall the 
provisions of the 1956 Act respective to water 
quality control, but let me refresh your 
memories briefly. Under the provisions of 
the 1956 Act, when the Surgeon General had 
"reason to believe" pollution of interstate 
waters was occurring, he could call a con
ference of officials either in the State or 
States of origin or in the State or States 
being affected. After the conference, the 
Surgeon General could recommend remedial 
action; and if no such action occurred within 
six months after the Surgeon General's rec
ommendations were made, the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare could call a 
public hearing in the State or States of 
pollution origin. Remedial action could be 
called for by the Secretary after the hearings 
and the polluter given six months to effect 
such action. At the end of that time, if no 
action had been taken, the Secretary, upon 
request from the offending State could re
quest the Attorney General of the United 
States to bring suit against the offender. 

FEDERAL VERSUS LOCAL RESPONSIBILrrY 
In hearings before the House Committee 

on Public Works in 1959, the Secretary of 
HEW, ArthurS. Flemming, appearing as the 
principal Administration witness, took the 
position that the Federal government should 
pursue the enforcement provisions of the 
1956 Act and should engage in the research 
and other activities embodied in the pro
gram. As you know, legislation in the 86th 
Congress, 1959-60, was vetoed by President 
Eisenhower because of his objections to 
the substantial expansion of the Federal 
grants-in-aid program of the 1956 Act which 
was called for in the legislation. In his veto 
message, President Eisenhower stressed that 
water pollution was primarily a local re
sponsibility and that the budget could not 
be balanced by continually expanding Fed
eral programs, i.e., the grant provisions of 
the Act. The veto was sustained, despite 
the substantial Democratic majority in the 
Congress that year. 

THE 1961 AMENDMENTS 
In 1961 Congress enacted legislation which 

amended the Federal Water Pollution Con
trol Act to increase authorizations for ap
propriations for construction of waste treat
ment works, to encourage joint projects, to 
raise the dollar ceiling limitation for a single 
project, and to set a dollar ceiling li:mita
tion on joint proJects. The Secretary of 
HEW, rather than the Surgeon General, was 
given responsibility for the program. 

Ten Republican Members of the House 
Committee on Public Works filed a strong 
minority report on the reported bill register
ing our approval of many of its provisions. 

The main discord between the House ver
sion and the Senate version of the legisla
tion which resulted in the 1961 Act lay in the 
enforcement provisions. What happened, of 
course, is well known. The Senate con-

ferees rejected the House provision giving 
the Secretary of HEW the power to issue 
orders for abatement, and the Conference 
substitute provided that if pollution were 
not abated within the specified time in the 
notice following the public hearing, the Sec
retary of HEW could ask the Attorney Gen
eral of the United States to bring suit to 
secure abatement in cases of interstate pollu
tion. In the case of intrastate pollution, he 
could ask for a suit only with the written 
consent of the State involved. 

The 1961 amendments to the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act were the cul
mination of the developments toward 
amending the 1956 Act which had begun as 
early as 1958. 

The Congress realized, however, that it 
would take a greater effort at all levels of 
government, and on the part of industry, 
agriculture, conservationists, civic and vol
untary organizations, and individual citizens 
to come to grips with the monumental prob
lems of water pollution. It is imperative, 
however, that the State and local govern
ments and non-governmental entities take 
the lead in abating water pollution. This is 
the only effective means by which we can 
prevent encroachments by the Federal gov
ernment into the prerogatiyes of the State 
and local governments in controlling water 
pollution. 

With the thought in mind that additional 
water pollution control legislation was 
needed on a national level, many bills were 
introduced last year to strengthen the Fed
eral water pollution control program. 

The bill to amend the Federal Water Pol
lution control Act which was eventually 
acted upon by both Houses of Congress was 
S. 4, introduced by Senator EDMUND MUSXIE 
of Maine, and known as the "Water Quality 
Act of 1965." This bill passed the Senate in 
an extremely strong form, and, as a matter 
of fact, Republicans and Democrats alike ex
pressed similar views, especially with regard 
to the section on water quality standards 
applicable to interstate waters and portions 
thereof. 

Let me say from the outset, I do be
lieve that the Water Quality Act of 1965 
as finally drafted on a bipartisan basis is, 
by and large, a constructive and effective 
piece of legislation. Briefly, it provided for 
the creation of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Administration, through which the 
Secretary of HEW was to administer the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as 
amended. It created the position of an 
additional Assistant Secretary of HEW to 
assist the Secretary in supervising and di
recting the head of the new Administration 
as well as the administration of all other 
departmental functions involving water pol
lution. It authorized research and develop
ment grants to demonstrate new or im
proved methods to eradicate the problems 
of water pollution caused by overflow of 
storm sewers or combined storm and sani
tary sewers. The 1965 Act provided for a 
substantial enlargement of the grant pro
gram for construction of sewage treatment 
works, and it doubled the dollar ceilin g 
limitation on grants for construction of 
waste treatment works for an individual 
project or a joint project. 

Under the 1965 Act, authorizations for ap
propriations for each of the fiscal years 1965 
and 1967 were increased from $100 to $150 
million, of which $100 million is to be allo
cated to the States under the formulr. of the 
existing law, based on population and in
come, and all- amounts appropriated in ex
cess of $100 million are to be allocated on 
the basis of population alone. Project 
grants above the dollar ceiling limitations 
may be made from the latter allotment if 
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the State matches the full Federal contribu
tion made to all projects from this increase 
in annual allotment. The law further per
mits the Secretary of the Interior to in
crease the basic grant by an additional ten 
percent of the amount of the grant if the 
project conforms to the comprehensive plan 
for a metropolitan area. But when the Sen
ate passed bill lay before the House Com
mittee on Public Works for consideration, 
all was not so well. 

REORGANIZATION INTO INTERIOR 

Although last year's Act, as all other legis
lation pertaining to the Federal Water Pollu
tion Control Act, continued the program 
through the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, the President's Reorganization 
Plan Number Two of 1966, which transferred 
the program to the Secretary of the Interior, 
effective as of May 10, 1966, necessitates our 
discussion today on the basis of the Federal 
water pollution control program being ad
ministered by the Secretary of the Interior. 
I will make all references to last year's Act 
and the law, as amended, in that context. 

WATER STANDARDS 

The provisions of last year's Act which 
were the most controversial when the legis
lation was before the Congress was the sec
tion which would have given the Secretary 
authority to prepare regulations setting forth 
standards of water quality to be applicable to 
all interstate waters and portions thereof and 
to promulgate standards pursuant thereto. 
It is the requirements of the language which 
finally evolved from this section which has 
prompted this meeting today. The provision, 
as passed by the Senate, would have given the 
Secretary complete power to control the use 
of waters of practically every stream in the 
Nation from the Ohio River to your neighbor
hood creek, which to a very large and realis
tic extent would, in fact, have given the Sec
retary control over the use of the lands ad
jacent to all such streams. The effect of this 
provision would have been to establish the 
Secretary as a nationwide "zoning Czar" over 
waters and adjacent lands. 

Members of the House Committee on Pub
lic Works were strongly opposed to such a far
reaching provision. The Committee voted to 
strike this controversial and unwise provi
sion. The Committee·inserted in lieu of the 
Senate version a provision that each State in 
order to receive funds under the Act must 
have filed within 90 days ;tfter the date of 
enactment of the Act (October 2, 1965) a let
ter of intent with the Secretary that the 
State would establish water quality criteria 
applicable to interstate waters on or before 
June 30, 1967. I think that all of you would 
agree that the House version was a much 
more reasonable one than either the Senate's 
or the one which eventually became law. The 
legislation, as reported by the House Com
mittee, was sent to the Floor of the House 
where it was passed without a single "nay" 
vote. 

Obviously, as I have pointed out, standards 
of water quality are desirable, but efforts 
should be made first to obtain the establish
ment of such standards or criteria by the 
State and local governments which are most 
familiar with all aspects of the matter in a 
given locality, including the economic im
pact of the standards to be established and 
enforced. Authorizing the Secretary to 
promulgate and enforce standards, to the 
exclusion of the States, would obviously dis
courage the State and local governments 
from developing their own plans and stand
ards for water quality. It was the desire and 
the need to bring the States into the field 
of water pollution control that other pro
visions were included in the bill. 

This desire to have the States adopt water 
quality criteria applicable to interstate 
waters or portions thereof within such States 
and a plan to implement and enforce such 

criteria is the very reason that you are gath
ered here today. 

Inasmuch as there was disagreement be
tween the House and the Senate, the bill 
was submitted to a Conference to have the 
disagreements worked out. What came out 
of this Conference was the legislative lan
guage which became public law. The water 
quality standard provision reported by the 
Conference was the best compromise that 
could be obtained. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF STANDARDS 

I want to discuss the 1965 Act as it per
tains to water quality standards in more 
detail, inasmuch as it is the principal pur
pose of your meeting and because it is com
plex legislation. 

The new law provides that if the Governor 
of a State or a State water pollution control 
agency files within one year after the date 
of enactment of the Act a letter of intent 
that such a State, after public hearings, will 
before June 30, 1967, adopt water quality 
criteria applicable to interstate waters and 
portions thereof within such State and a plan 
to implement and enforce such criteria and if 
the· Secretary determines that such criteria 
and plan are consistent with the provisions 
of the Act, then such criteria and plan will 
thereafter be the water quality standards ap
plicable to those interstate waters and por
tions thereof. If State control is to be pre
served here in the Buckeye State, the cri
teria and a plan must be submitted by Ohio 
by June 30, 1967, and to be acceptable to 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

The 1965 Act provides further, however, 
that if a State does not file a letter of intent 
to establish water quality standards under 
the provisions which I have just discussed, 
or if the Secretary or Governor of any af
fected State wants a revision of the stand
ards, then the Secretary may, after having 
had a conference of representatives of ap
propriate Federal departments and agencies, 
interstate agencies, States, municipalities, 
and affected industries, prepare and publish 
regulations setting forth standards of water 
quality to be applicable to interstate wa
ters or portions thereof. The Secretary may 
promulgate standards six months after the 
date he publishes his regulations, unless 
within that period the State has adopted 
water quality standards which the Secre
tary finds to be consistent with the protec
tion of the public health and welfare, the 
enhancement of water quality, and the gen
eral purposes of the Act or unless a petition 
for a public hearing had been filed under 
other provisions of the Act. 

If the Governor of any State affected by 
the standards, petitions the Secretary for a 
hearing at any time after the regulations 
have been published and prior to thirty days 
after standards have been promulgated, the 
Secretary is required to call a public hear
ing. This public hearing is to be held in 
or near one or more of the places where the 
standards will take effect and is to be before 
a hearing board consisting of at least five 
persons. The members of the hearing board 
are to be appointed by the Secretary; how
ever, each affected State may select one mem
ber and the Department of Commerce and 
other affected agencies may each select one 
member. There is a further restriction that 
at least a majority of the hearing board must 
be persons other than officers or employees 
of the Department of the Interior. House 
Conferees in their committee report stated 
that they expected the Secretary to appoint 
at least one public member of each hearing 
board who will be from the area to be di
rectly affected by the standards. The House 
Conferees also intend that the Secretary in 
appointing hearing boards will insure a 
proper balance between all effected parties. 

HOUSE CONFEREES INSIST ON STATES RIGHTS 

Notice of the public hearing is to be pub
lished in the Federal Register and is to be 

given to the State water pollution agencies, 
interstate agencies, and . municipalities in
volved at least 30 days before the hearing. 
After the evidence has been presented and on 
the basis thereof the hearing board is re
quired to make findings as to whether the 
Secretary's standards should be approved 
or modified, and to transmit its findings to 
the Secretary. If the hearing board approves 
the standards as published or promulgated, 
they take effect when the Secretary receives 
the hearing board's recommendations. If 
modifications are recommended, the Secre
tary is required to promulgate revised regu
lations setti,ng forth standards in accord
ance with the recommendations, and these 
revised regulations will take effect immedi
ately upon their promulgation. 

The Act provides that the discharge of 
matter into interstate waters or portions 
thereof which reduce their quality below 
the applicable standard, whether the matter 
is discharged directly into the waters or 
reaches the waters after discharging into 
tributaries thereof, is subject to abate
ment in accordance with the provisions 
of the Act. However, before abatement 
is initiated, the Secretary is required to 
notify the violators and other interested 
parties of the violation of the stand
ards and at least 180 days must elapse so 
that there may be voluntary compliance. 
The House Conferees stated in the Confer
ence Report on the legislation that during 
such period the Secretary should afford an 
opportunity for an informal hearing before 
himself or such hearing officer or board as 
he may appoint relative to the alleged viola
tion of standards, upon the request of any 
affected State, alleged violator, or other in
terested party, so that if possible there can 
be voluntary agreement reached during this 
period, thus eliminating the necessity for 
suit. 

In any suit brought to secure abatement of 
pollution the court is required to receive in 
evidence a transcript of the conference and 
hearing, the recommendations of the confer
ence and the hearing board, the recommen
dation and standards promulgated by the 
Secretary, and such additional evidence in
cluding that related to the alleged violation 
of the standards as the court deems necessary 
to a complete review of the standards as well 
as a determination of all other issues relating 
to the alleged violation. The court is given 
jurisdiction to enter whatever judgment and 
orders the public interest and equities of the 
case may require after having given due con
sideration to the practicability and to the 
physical and economic feasibility of comply
ing with the applicable standards. The ex
isting enforcement procedures in the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act consisting of 
three stages, conference, public hearings, and 
court action, will continue to be applicable 
for enforcing the abatement of pollution 
which endangers the health or welfare of 
persons. 

The Act requires standards of water qual
ity established pursuant to the Act to be 
such as to protect the public health or wel
fare, enhance water quality and generally to 
serve the purpose of the Act. In establishing 
such standards the Secretary, hearing board, 
or State, as the case may be, is required to 
take into consideration their use and value 
for water supply, propagation of fish and 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, industrial, 
and other legitimate uses. 

In connection with such procedures the 
Act prohibits any witnesses or other person 
from being required to divulge in connection 
with any hearing any trade secrets or secret 
processes. This was insisted upon by the 
Minority. 

As you can readily see, the 1965 Act is the 
most far-reaching proposal concerning water 
quality standards which has ever been en
acted by the Congress of the United States. 
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HOW 1965 ACT IS WORKING 

How is the program working? I have been 
informed by the new Federal Water Pollution 
Control Administration, now under the su
pervision of the Secretary of the Interior, 
that some 36 States, including the District 
of Columbia, have already filed with the 
Secretary a letter stating their intent to 
adopt water quality criteria applicable to 
interstate waters and portions thereof within 
their respective State and to adopt a plan 
to implement and enforce such criteria. _This 
is an encouraging number of States, indeed, 
inasmuch as the remaining 15 States still 
have until October 2 of this year to file such 
a letter of intent. I understand that your 
State of Ohio was one of the first five States 
in the Nation to submit such a letter of in
tent, which is indeed commendable. 

It is further my understanding that the 
majority of the responses received from the 
various States have been from the Governors 
themselves, rather than the State water pol
lution control agency, which may be an en
couraging indication of the concern of the 
States over developing their own criteria and 
programs to control water pollution. Strong, 
but realistic, State programs will invalidate 
any claims by the Federal government that 
the States are not doing their share in con
trolling water pollution. 

In May of this year, the Secretary of the 
Interior issued guidelines for establishing 
water quality standards for interstate waters 
under the provisions of the Water Quality 
Act of 1965. The guidelines were issued to 
assist the States in the development of the 
required water quality criteria and the plan 
for the implementation and enforcement 
thereof,and to delineate factors which will be 
considered in the Secretary's determination 
of whether the criteria and plan are con
sistent with the purposes of the Act. In ad
dition to the guidelines in the Act, some 
twelve policy guidelines are given in the 
Secretary's release. 

Unfortunately, there is not time here today 
to discuss the policy guidelines issued by the 
Secretary, but I am sure that they will be 
covered in other sessions of your conference. 

Obviously, the provisions of the Water 
Quality Act of 1965 must be complied with. 
What we all must do is to make sure that 
the interests of all affected individuals, gov
erning bodies, and industries are accurately 
represented and given a fair airing. If we 
enact satisfactory programs on State levels, 
there will be no need to resort to Federal 
regulations and standards. 

NEW PROPOSALS FOR LEGISLATION 

There are proposals before the Congress 
which, if enacted, would contribute more 
substantially to the abatement of water 
pollution from industrial sources than the 
present or proposed procedures of the Execu
tive Branch. The application of Federal 
regulations is a negative response to a posi
tive need. Proposals to encourage industry 
to prevent water pollution by allowing the 
cost of treatment works for the abatement of 
stream pollution to be amortized at an ac
celerated rate for income tax purposes are 
preferable, in my opinion, to continuing 
escalation of Federal expenditure and Fed
eral regulation. 

On March 15th of this year, I introduced a 
bill, H.R. 13616, to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide such a tax 
incentive to industry for the construction of 
waste treatment works. Under the provi
sions of my bill, every person, at his election, 
would be entitled to a deduction with respect 
to the amortization of the adjusted basis of 
any treatment work over a period of five 
years. In this context, treatment work 
means any facility, land, building, machin
ery, or equipment, or any part thereof, used 
to control water pollution by removing, alter
ing, or disposing of wastes from any type of 
manufacturing process, including the neces-

sary intercepting sewers, outfall sewers, 
pumping, power, and other equipment, and 
their appurtenances. I understand that the 
concept embodied in my bill of accelerated 
depreciation of capital assets would probably 
be much more palatable to the Committee on 
Ways and Means than to consider such ex
penditures, which in fact are capital expen
ditures, as ordinary expenses that could be 
fully deducted in the year incurred or spread 
over a number of years at the option of the 
taxpayer, as many bills before that Commit
tee would do. 

I think proposals, like mine, are a much 
more constructive way to prevent industrial 
pollution of our waters without being detri
mental to the industries themselves than 
any, if not most, of the proposals which have 
come from the Administration. 

One thing remains abundantly clear. The 
Johnson Administration and the Secretary of 
the Interior are striving to exercise complete 
control over the waters of the Nation. What 
we must do is to see that the States adopt 
satisfactory programs and implement and 
enforce those programs · to prevent further 
encroachments by the Federal government. 

Already, there are many bills before the 
Congress to amend the Federal Water Pol
lution Control Act and to set up new Federal 
water pollution control programs. Many of 
these bills call for even stronger standards 
and Federal authority to control pollution. 
I feel that it is unwise at this time to change 
the existing law as it pertains to water qual
ity standards, if such changes would result 
in more Federal control. I suggest that it 1s 
very unwise for anyone to suggest amending 
tbe existing water quality standard provi
sions of the Act when the regulation under 
present law will not go into effect until 
Jvne 30, 1967. 

Next week, on Tuesday, Wednesday, and 
Thursday, the House Committee on Public 
Works begins public hearings on pending 
legislation to amend the Federal Water Pol
lution Control Act and to establish other 
Federal water pollution control programs. 
There are no less than forty bills on water 
pollution control pending before the Com
mittee for consideration this Session. I 
sincerely hope that any legislation enacted 
this year will be realistic, and I for one will 
work for palatable legislation. 

Your meeting here today is indeed praise
worthy. It is encouraging to see representa
tives of various interests meeting to learn 
about the water pollution control program 
and how it affects them, directly and in
directly. I hope your efforts are successful, 
and I hope that the State of Ohio is per
mitted to establish its own water quality 
standards and to carry out its own clean 
water progra·m. 

FOREIGN AID REASSESSMENT 
Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HARVEY] 
may extend his remarks at this point 
in the RECORD and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I expect to vote "No on H.R. 15750 
unless it is amended to limit its extension 
to 1 year and the amount authorized is 
also reduced. We have continued this 
program of foreign aid over a period of 
years in an inefficient manner. It has 
not won friends for us nor have the 
funds been effectively utilized. Last 
year there was much sentiment in the 

other body to eliminate the present pro
gram and not reinaugurate another un
til a complete reassessment of its value 
had been made. It is my judgment that 
this should be done. 

A DOCTOR WRITES HIS PATIENTS 
Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. AsHBROOK] 
may extend his remarks at this point 
in the RECORD and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I 

recently received a copy of a letter which 
two fine doctors wrote to their patients 
regarding the advent of medicare and its 
coverage. They very succinctly pointed 
out what it would do and what it would 
not do. There is a great misunder
standing regarding medicare and many 
libera-l spokesmen make it appear that 
the new and costly program will wipe 
disease off the face of the map by virtual 
push button control. 

Dr. James Joseph Hughes and Thomas 
Michael Hughes very ably put the whole 
matter in its proper perspective in the 
following letter: 

COLUMBUS, OHIO, July 1, 1966. 
To all our patients: 

Now that medicare is law we feel that 
you should know exactly where we stand. 
We are not sure as to what kind of law it 
is--lawyers tell us that it is 1,000 pages 
long; we do know that the government has 
issued two books of instructions and these 
are frightening. We need to remember that 
the law was supposedly enacted to subsidize 
those over 65 (at present) and not to con
trol the professional service. 

Our policy has always been to provide the 
best medical service possible to all our pa
tients. This policy will not be changed by 
medicare. 

What does this mean to you if you are 
over 65 or have someone in your family who 
is? 

1. You will need no "medicare card" to 
see either doctor; you have not needed this 
in the past. Your only "eligibility require
ment" is that you need our service; this has 
been the only "eligibility requirement" in
the past and the only limits on our practice 
have been the limits of time and space. 

2. We will continue to bill you as we have 
in the past. We will look to you for payment 
of fees, as we have done in the past; we will 
not use nor accept assignments under "Part 
B" because then our obligation would no 
longer be to you but to a third party, the 
government or the insurance carrier. 

3. We will furnish you, and you alone, 
with the necessary medical information so 
that you can seek reimbursement from 
whatever source you choose; this is lawful. 
This information will be on our own forms, 
rather than on any government or insurance 
company forzns; the forms we plan to use are 
furnished by the Ohio State Medical Asso
ciation. This is done to limit the paper 
work, "the red tape"; it is done in order to 
prevent the paper work from taking over the 
physician's time. We feel that the physi
cian's time should be devoted to patient 
service rather than. to paper service-. 

4. If you are eligible for medicare and need 
hospitalization we will continue the current 
practice of signing your hospital chart, thus 
indicating that you need to be in the 
hospital. 
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In summary, we will continue to provide 

professional medical service rather than po
litical medical service--we are not trained 
in the latter. And it is for that reason that 
we will continue to provide medical service, 
as we can, to you; and that we will continue 
to look to you for our fees. You can then 
look to anyone you choose for reimburse
ment--the law provides for this! 

We need to remember that the only com
pulsory feature of medicare is the obligation 
to pay the taxes-an obligation on all tax
payers! 

JAMES JOSEPH HUGHES, M.D. 
THOMAS MICHAEL HUGHES, M.D. 

UNUSUAL "ARMY" OF INTERLOCK
ING CORPORATIONS ENGAGES IN 
THE WAR ON POVERTY 
Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. CRAMER] 
may extend his remarks at this point 
in the RECORD and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I am to

day placing in the RECORD the fourth and 
fifth in a series of six articles which have 
been published in recent editions of the 
st. Petersburg Times. These articles 
bring to light further irregularities in the 
administration of the war on poverty on 
the west coast of Florida. Part 1 ap
peared in the RECORD of July 12 at page 
15362 and part 2 appeared in the RECORD 
of July 13 at page 15484. 
SOME MIGRANT MONEY USED FOR UNEXPECTED 

BILLS 
(EDITOR's NOTE.-Times staff writers Jack 

Nease and Bette Orsini today continue their 
inquiry into the way war-on-poverty funds 
are being spent by organizations commanded 
by Dr. Thomas P. Hardeman. So far they 
have been denied inspection of records of 
programs supported wholly by public funds 
and denied knowledge of the true ownership 
of land leased by these organizations with 
public funds. Today they write about some 
curious expenditures in the VISTA program.) 
(Fourth of a series by Bette Orsini and Jack 

Nease) 
Some of the more than $600,000 in federal 

funds spent by the Community Action Fund 
( CAF) to help migrant farm workers in the 
past 12 months has been used for unex
pected purposes. 

Some $20,000 to $25,000 of the money was 
used, for example, to rent automobiles for 
Volunteers In Service To America (VISTA) 
assigned to work with the migrants. 

Thomas P. Hardeman, CAF president, says 
he was told last year that the money would 
be reimbursed by the VISTA office in Wash
ington. 

Now, he says, VISTA officials will not repay 
CAF for the expense and it will have to be 
absorbed by the migrant program. 

The VISTA car rentals are included in the 
$51,956 in travel expenses reported by CAF 
in a recent tabulation. Nowhere in CAF 
records made available to The Times are the 
volunteer car rentals listed separately. 

The $20,000 to $25,000 estimate was made 
by a bookkeeper for CAF. 

Some volunteers apparently traveled quite 
a bit dui-ing ther work with Florida farm 
workers. 

One rental car assigned to a VISTA was 
driven 9,126 miles between Aug. 9 and Dec. 
1, 1965. The bill came to $1,392. 

Another volunteer's rental car was driven 
6,664 miles during the same period, and an
other volunteer drove a rental car 2,148 miles 
in a 16-day period. 

CAF paid both daily fees and mileage 
charges , for the cars. The practice was 
stopped this month, one official said. 

Hardeman refused to name the official in 
the Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) 
who approved the car rentals. 

Several other expense items in the migrant 
program, and a related Community Service 
Foundation (CSF) VISTA training program, 
aren't what they seem at first glance. 

CSF records, for example show payments to 
Bob Fellows, a former Tampa newsman, as a 
$75-a-day "consultant." 

Hardeman said Fellows was really paid for 
taking pictures. 

Fellows was paid $300 on Aug. 10, 1965, for 
four days of "consulting" and $375 Aug. 31, 
for five days. 

Hardeman and a Tampa attorney affiliated 
with the migrant program have been paid 
as consultants to the program also, although 
total amounts received by them are rela
tively small. 

CSF records show Hardeman received a $50 
check Sept. 16 as a consulting fee for work 
done June 13, 1965. 

Howard Garrett, a Tampa attorney who is 
secretary-treasurer of CAF and chairman of 
the board of the newly-formed Migrant Legal 
Services Inc. (MLS), has received at least 
$660 from the Hardeman groups. 

Early in the program Garrett was paid $100 
for two days consultation and $32 for two 
days per diem from CSF migrant funds. Both 
checks are dated July 2, 1965. Another $25 
was paid to prepare a lease. 

Later, when the migrant program was 
shifted to CAF, Garrett's law firm was paid a 
$175 consulting fee Nov. 3, 1965, and $281.25 
for "consultant service" April 21, 1965. 

Garrett has also been paid as a $50-a-day 
lecturer in the CSF VISTA training program, 
but records for this program past Oct. 1, 1965, 
are secret. 

So are records showing the full amount of 
rent paid the H.A.S. Corporation, which lists 
Garrett as president, for rent of the VISTA 
training camp south of Bradenton. Garrett 
has said the real owners of the camp don't 
want their identity known. 

Jack Mansfield, who later joined the CSF 
staff and is president of MLS, also received 
consulting fees early in the program. He was 
paid $200 for two days consultation and 
$129.44 for plane fare and per diem July 6. 

Mansfield also was paid $242.66 from mi
grant funds March 10. There was no ex
planation of the payment on the check. 

Mansfield's current salary comes from the 
CSF payroll, which handles the VISTA pro
gram, but he received a check for $462 on 
March 18, 1966, from the CAF payroll account. 

The migrant funds, which totaled $623,568 
from June 1965, through mid-May 1966, was 
checked by a federal auditor for the first 
time last week. His findings have not been 
made public. 

Periodic auditing of the CAF funds has 
been done by Clearwater CPA Mildred C. 
DeJane, who received varying amounts for 
this service. She also received $100 a week 
to audit the CSF VISTA books. 

CAF also employes a bookkeeper, Walt 
Neiger, to post accounts but Neiger appears 
to have little to do with actual accounting 
of the funds. 

Real control of the federal funds handled 
by CSF and CAF is in the hands of Mrs. 
Hazel Ramsey, a long-time employe of CSF. 

Only Mrs. Ramsey signs payroll checks for 
the two programs. Checks for other ex
penditures in the migrant program require 
both her signature and that of Hardeman, 
but in many cases Hardeman's signature is 
put on with a rubber stamp. 

According to available records, Mrs. Ram
sey was being paid $137.50 a week last July, 

received a $300 bonus early in August, and In 
late August began receiving $187.50 a week. 

When reporters first asked to see the 
VISTA training fiscal records, Hardeman said 
Mrs. Ramsey had taken them home to work 
on during her vacation. 

Five days later, but before Mrs. Ramsey 
returned to work, Hardeman and Mansfield 
produced the records after having gone 
through them in another section of the CAF 
office suite. · 

Reporters discovered the record-sifting 
process when they went to ask questions 
about another subject. 

Many purchases for the migrant program 
were made from rather large petty cash funds 
maintained in each of the five regions. 

One regional director received $1,798 in 
petty cash funds during a five-month period. 
Some regions attempted to keep petty cash 
balances of $250 and $300. 

The OEO has since ordered CAF to reduce 
petty cash balances to $50. 

SOME CAF-CSF FuNDS AMAZINGLy 
GYMNASTIC 

(Fifth of a series by Bette Orsini and Jack 
Nease) 

(EDITOR's NoTE.-Times Staff writer Jack 
Nease and Bette Orsini today continue their 
inquiry into the fiscal affairs of a $2.36-
million complex of anti-poverty operations 
run by Thomas P. Hardeman. So far the 
reporters have been denied access to records 
of programs supported wholly by public 
funds and denied knowledge of the true 
ownership of land leased by three organiza
tions with public funds. Today they write 
about some interesting gymnastics with pov
erty funds.) 

Poverty funds sometimes go through some 
interesting gymnastics in the $2.36-million 
Community Action Fund-Community Service 
Foundation complex operated by Thomas P. 
Hardeman. 

Reporters asking to see fiscal records of a 
$626,410 CAF migrant Program arm of the 
complex were given some--but not all-of 
the accounts to examine. 

Tracing one transaction to its source 
turned up a separate CAF "administrative 
account." It contained some interesting no
tations. 

The migrant program accountant is not 
permitted access to the account and says he 
"doesn't ask questions." 

"They don't tell me--and I don't want to 
know," he volunteered. 

The account was just getting started when 
reporters began ' looking at the records. 

It appeared to have been set up primarily 
to handle an expense not permitted by the 
Office of Economic Opportunity. Walt 
Neiger, the accountant, said some of the 
money went for down payment on a mobile 
home in a transaction "under no condition 
allowable by OEO." 

The account was opened March 24 with a 
$200 deposit. The first check was for $200 
a week later to George Coble and John 
Adonis. The records contain an April 15 
note signed by Coble and William H. John
son promising to pay the CAF administra
tive account $438 "in replacement of a loan." 

Another prime purpose for the account 
·according to Neiger's Information was to 
have a depository to receive a $514.91 "prof
it" the Community Action Fund realized on 
a separate $4,900.38 contract with the fed
eral government to run a VISTA training 
conference in St. Petersburgh last December. 

The OEO paid poverty funds to CAF at the 
rate of $15.41 per day per volunteer for three 
days for 106 VISTA volunteers. 

Conference records indicate a consistent 
total of 95 volunteers attending each of the 
three days' series of workshops. Some drew 
an attendance as low as half a dozen 
VISTA's. Newspaper accounts in the confer
ence file list an attendance of 101. 
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At. any rate the federal government paid 

for 106 and the $514.91 leaped from the CAF 
account to the closely guarded CAF "admin
istrative account." 

It was deposited by Hardeman and pro
vided the capital for a series of loans, ad
vances and other expenses. 

In another interesting gymnastic, payments 
to one employe who had been receiving his 
checks from the CAF migrant account sud
denly switched to the CAF administrative 
account. 

Asked about the switchup Neiger said it in
volved a personnel problem he couldn't talk 
about and referred questioners to Hardeman. 
A Hardeman spokesman said the employe 
"did some work" for the administrative sec
tion. 

The payment was for $137.50 to Billy 
Weeks, a former migrant center regional di
rector taken off the payroll. 

The check notation said the money was for 
"mileage." 

Administrative account records showed 
"mileage" for 1,375 miles of travel by Weeks 
in 20 days "building community good-wlll 
and understanding." A notation said "trip 
authorized by Thomas P. Hardeman." 

Seven weeks later Weeks was paid $200 
from the account with a check marked "con. 
fees." 

The files contain a May · 19 letter from 
Weeks saying he received "the check for 
VISTA instruction" but didn't get paid for 
his last week's work. 

The contents of the letter are interesting. 
Weeks wrote, "I have never received a check 

for my last weeks (sic) work. This was the 
week you asked me to go to the state office 
on Friday. I understand you were to pay me 
with the $230.00 I raised from friends for 
th~t week. This was put in the Community 
Service Foundation (Migrant Program) Spe
cial Fund." 

Among the first deposits in the account 
were one for $200 and one for $30. It was 
these funds though that went. to cover the 
disallowable OEO expense . on buying the 
trailer. 

It is impossible to determine the amount 
of one loan made out of the account. A 
mixup of deposit and payment computations 
leaves the loan amount in question. 

None of the CAF officials asked could sup
ply figures to put the account back into 
balance--and hadn't noticed it was out of 
balance. 

The VISTA conference paym~nts produced 
more puzzlers. 

The only record of how the $4,900 in pov
erty funds was spent was a nearly illegible 
handwritten report on a torn half piece o! 
note paper. It listed printing and stationery 
figures, $200 for consultants, $300 for mile
age, left a blank for per diem and noted a 
hotel b111 o! $3,904.77. 

Another notat-ion gave a breakdown of the 
consultant fees and noted expenditure of 
$514.91 marked "CAF." This amount later 
was deposited by Hardeman to his CAF ad
ministrative account. 

The flies contained no statement support
ing the $3,904.77 hotel bill to the Princess 
Martha when first checked by reporters and 
CAF officials. 

The next day CAF officials told reporters 
they found the bill "right after you left" and 
produced it from the flies which had not 
contained it the day before. 

There was a breakdown on all but three 
"miscellaneous" items for about $100 each. 
There is still no information available on 
the miscellaneous $300. 

Next: 21 Attorneys. 

THE PLAN TO DEFTI..E ONE OF NA
TURE'S GREAT MASTERPIECES 
Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent that the 

gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SAY
LOR] may extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and include extrane
ous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the . request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There w~s no objection. 
Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, in order 

that every Member of Congress may 
know the complete implications of H.R. 
4671, the central Arizona project which 
includes provisions for intnlding upon 
the monumental beauty of the Grand 
Canyon through construction of two un
necessary hydroelectric dams, I · shall 
continue ·to place in the RECORD various 
statements, news articles and editorials, 
and other pertinent material. 

Today I ask unanimous consent for in
clusion of an analysis by Luther Carter 
from the June 17 issue of Science, a pub
lication of the American Association for 
the Advancement of Science. The 
article is accompanied by a set of pho
tographs which of course cannot appear 
in the RECORD. Two of the photos are 
described by the following caption: 

Bridge Canyon dam, a 736-foot high con
crete-arch structure shown by an artist on 
the photograph above, would nearly fill the 
Grand Canyon's inner gorge. Marble Canyon 
dam, as indicated by the line in the photo
graph at upper left, would stand 310 feet 
high-its top nearly 400 feet below the rim 
of the inner gorge. 

Mr. Speaker, for anyone who may wish 
to study these photos showing the dele
terious effects of the proposed dams on 
majestic Grand Canyon, I shall be happy 
to obtain copies. 

In addition to the destruction of a 
natural birthright, the dams would cost 
U.S. taxpayers only a million dollars 
short of three-quarters of a billion dol
lars, an expenditure defying sound eco
nomic reasoning particularly in a time 
when the Nation can least afford extrav
agance. Since the only reason for the 
dams would be to produce electricity and 
since the power could be generated more 
economically in steamplants, the pro
posal is all the more distasteful. 

The Science article follows: 
GRAND CANYON: COLORADO DAMS DEBATED 
The Grand Canyon, carved by the Colo

rado River over a leisurely 9 million years, is 
indisputably one of nature's great master
pieces. The politicians of the Pacific South
west, in something of a hurry, have been at 
work on a masterpiece of their own-a multi
billion-dollar water project which, while of
fensive to some tastes, is drawn to a scale 
impressive by human standards. 

Besides two dams in the Grand Canyon, 
which are the project's most celebrated fea
ture to date, it would include the Central 
Arizona Project, consisting principally of a 
large aqueduct running hundreds of miles 
across Arizona, from Lake Havasu on the 
Colorado to Phoenix and Tucson; a number 
of reclamation anq water supply projects in 
other Colorado basin states; and-ultimately 
the project's keystone--an aqueduct system 
to bring to the Colorado millions of acre
feet of water from some other river basin, 
probably the Columbia. The project's initial 
cost is estimated at $1.6 billion; its ultimate 
cost is not known, but it would run into 
additional billions. 

Legislation to initiate the project is now 
before the Interior Committee of the U.S. 
House of Representatives. The bill, H.R. 

4671, will, if ever enacted, be a remarkable 
achievement of basin diplomacy to which 
Representative MORRIS K. UDALL of Arizona, 
the Metternich of the Colorado, will have 
contributed much. 

The proposal represents an intricate, deli
cate meshing and balancing of the interests 
of the Upper Colorado Basin states-Colo
rado, Utah, Wyoming, and New Mexico-
with those of the Lower Basin states-Ari
zona, Nevada, and California. Moreover, it 
harmonizes the interests of Arizona and 
California, whose relations with respect to 
use of the Colorado have been marked by 
much disharmony. It retains certain ele
ments, such as the canyon dams and the 
concept of water importation, of the Pacific 
Southwest Water Plan submitted to Con
gress in 1964 by Secretary of the Interior 
Stewart L. Udall, the congressman's brother. 

The feeling of honest compromise inspired 
by H.R. 4671 within the Colorado basin is not 
the feeling the bill has always produced out
side the basin. Its provisions for a water 
importation study have generated fears in 
the Northwest that the Columbia's now 
abundant waters may be seriously diminished 
by demands from the Southwest, a region 
whose political power has been growing as 
rapidly as its thirst. 

Nationally, conservationist groups have be
come alarmed by the proposal to build the 
canyon dams. The conservationists, led 
chiefly by the Sierra Club, have had some 
success in contributing to the atmosphere of 
doubt and criticism that seems to have en
veloped H.R. 4671. Indeed, the opposition 
appears strong enough to make passage of 
the bill without major alterations doubtful
yet any important change in the measure 
could cause the compromise among the basin 
states to fall apart. 

The intricacies of Southwest water politics, 
fully revealed in H.R. 4671, are best explained 
by the history of the region's policies regard
ing use of the Colorado. The "Law of the 
River," as developed through two interstate 
compacts, several acts of Congress, a treaty 
with Mexico, and court decisions, apportions 
the Colorado's water among the various basin 
states and Mexico. The apportionments are 
based on an assumed annual flow of 17.5 
million acre-feet a year-7.5 million for the 
Upper Basin, 7.5 million for the Lower Basin, 
and 1.5 million for Mexico. 

However, from 1906 to 1965 the rivers total 
yearly flow averaged only 15 million acre-feet, 
with annual flows ranging from the record 
high of 24 million in 1917 to the record low 
of 5.6 million in 1934. Thus far, the deficit 
has existed solely on paper because only 
California has in fact been withdrawing its 
legal quota. California, entitled to 4.4 mil
lion acre-feet, has been withdraW:ng 5.1 mil
lion by · dipping into the unused share of 
other states. 

As other basin states begin withdrawing 
their full allowances, through future recla
mation and water supply projects, the need 
to conserve and augment the Colorado's flow 
will become critical. Estimates as to when 
the critical movement will arrive vary, but it 
is believed to be not more than a generetion 
away. 

The purpose of H.R. 4671 is to "make the 
river whole" by increasing total water avail
able as well as to authorize for immediate 
construction, the Central Arizona Project 
(CAP) and five reclamation projects in Colo
rado and New Mexico. The canyon dams and 
the importation of water from outside the 
basin are both viewed by the blll's sponsors 
as essential to their long-range objectives. 
The dams would serve no water storage func
tion, but, once having paid for themselves 
from the sale of the electricity that they 
would g~nerate, they would be expected to 
contribute to a new Lower Basin Develop
ment Fund. This !und, which would also 
receive the proceeds from water sales and 
part of the power revenues from Hoover dam 
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and other existing dams . on the Lower Colo
rado, would be used to reimburse the federal 
treasury for about 90 percent of the $525 mil
lion to be spent on CAP and for part of the 
much larger sums to be spent on the aque
ducts, pumping stations, and other works 
needed to import wai:ier to the Lower Colo
rado. 

The bill would direct the Secretary of the 
Interior to study various possibilities for 
augmenting the Colorado basin's water sup
ply. These include water salvage and con
servation, weather modification, and desalin
ization of sea water; but, in the sponsors' 
judgment, the most promising possibility is 
water importation. 

The study would contemplate importing, 
initially, up to 6.5 million acre-feet of water 
a year (including 2 million acre-feet to the 
Upper Basin) , which would make up the 
deficit under present quotas and provide for 
additional needs that arise. Another 2 mil
lion acre-feet might be withdrawn from the 
exporting basin (or basins), but diverted to 
water. users along the route to the Colorado. 
The bill was amended last week to have the 
study cover west Texas, which is not part of 
the Colorado basin but is potently represent
ed in Congress. The deadline for completion 
of the importation plan, together with the 
supporting feasibility studies ant\ cost esti
mates, would be 31 December 1970. 

Arizona's need for CAP, deemed urgent 
becaust• of the steady loss of existing farm 
land as ground-water supplies decline and 
pumping becomes uneconomic, is the graat 
driving force behind H.R. 4671. Represen
tative UDALL concedes that CAP might be 
financed without the canyon dams, but he 
contends that the dams, dubbed "cash reg
isters" for the Development Fund, are needed 
to help finance the importation system and 
other Lower Basin projects of the future. 

In any event, if either the provision for 
the dams or that for the importation study 
were struck from the bill, the Arizona delega
tion might find that its basin allies, who 
were expected to support the provision for 
CAP, had vanished, like Indians into the 
wilderness. In fact, even with the revenue
producing dams and the importation study 
provided for in the bill, Arizona has had to 
make a major concession in order to obtain 
California's support for CAP. Arizona has 
agreed to give California's quota of 4.4 mil
lion acre-feet priority over its own quota of 
2.8 million acre-feet, which the U.S. Supreme 
Court confirmed in 1963 after 12 years of 
litigation. 

The five Upper Basin reclamation proj
ects-three of them too marginal to get Bu
reau of the Budget approval-have been in
cluded in H.R. 4671 as part of the price Rep
resentative UDALL has had to pay for the state 
of Colorado's support for CAP. UDALL is not 
hostile to reclamation in the . Upper Basin, 
but inclusion of the five projects, which 
would be built at a total cost of $361.4 mil
lion, does not make his bill more attractive 
politically. Colorado can speak softly on 
such matters and still be heard. One of her 
citizens, Representative WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
is chairman of the House Interior Committee. 

The foregoing sketch of basin politics does 
not do full justice to the complexities of 
the subject but is to be taken as a primer 
from which one may safely conclude that 
Colorado water policy is not arrived at by 
pure reason. Plans made for one part of 
the basin must take into account the desires 
and interests, legitimate and otherwise, of 
every other part of the basin. 

Moreover, water project development in the 
West ls characterized by a high degree of in
stitutional rigidity. The policies of the In
terior Department's Bureau of Reclamation, 
and the laws which govern those policies, are 
such that decisions on water projects are 
made within a rather narrow range of choice. 
The Bureau's contribution to the develop-

.ment of the West, as in the Salt River Proj
ect which has made modern Phoenix pos
sible, cannot be gilnsaid. But the Bureau 
cannot be expected to render objective judg
ments when faced, say, with a choice between 
recommending the construction of power 
dams in the Grand Canyon and recommend
ing the construction of steam plants fired by 
the Southwest's abundant coal or by nuclear 
fuel. 

The Bureau never has built thermal plants. 
It is not eager to start a fight with the pri
vate utility industry by proposing to build 
some. In fact, Secretary Udall has been 
making peace with the utilities by finally 
reaching agreements, after long controversy, 
for the sharing of cost-saving interregion?l 
transmission networks. 

Traditionally, the Bureau has looked, wi't.~l 
the blessing of Congress, to hydroelectric 
plants as the revenue-producing units for its 
"basin account," a device sometimes used to 
encourage acceptance of water projects which 
would . have trouble standing on their own. 
Representative AsPINALL and many of his 
colleagues on the Interior Committee, which 
is dominated by Westerners, have, or think 
they have, a vested interest in continuing to 
have things done in the traditional manner. 

To no one's surprise, when the Pacific 
Southwest Water Plan was proposed in 1964, 
the Bureau o~ Reclam~tion recommended the 
construction of the Bridge Canyon and Mar
ble Canyon dams. 

Although H .R. 4671 would authorize both 
dam projects, the Johnson administration 
has recommended the construction now of 
only one-the $238.6-million Marble Canyon 
dam. This dam is planned for a site 12.5 
miles north of Grand Canyon National Park 
but still within the area known to geologists 
as the Grand Canyon. 

The Bureau of the Budget, speaking for 
the administration, has said that a decision 
on Bridge Canyon dam, which would cost 
an estimated $511.3 million, should be de
ferred. The Bureau has recommended the 
establishment of a national water commis
sion and indicated that this commission 
should study the dam's effect on Grand Can
yon National Monument and National Park, 
along with the dam's relation to regional 
water needs and the various alternatives for 
meeting those needs. 

Bridge Canyon dam would be in the Grand 
Canyon's lower reaches, well below the mon
ument and the park, but its 93-mile-long 
reservoir would extend through the entire 
length of the monument and through 13 
miles of that part of the canyon's inner gorge 
which forms the park's northwest boundary. 
Rising to a height of 736 feet , the dam would 
have a generating capacity of 1.5 million kilo
watts, compared to the 600,000-kilowatt 
capacity of the 310-foot Marble Canyon dam. 
Having better than twice the other dam's 
potential for production of power and rev
enue, the Bridge Canyon dam is the one the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the sponsors of 
H.R. 4671 really want. 

The Bureau is, to say the least, doing noth
ing to discourage an idea, which has been 
circulating among the bill's sponsors, that a 
deal should be struck with the conservation
ists. The proposition would be (i) to aban
don the proposal to build Marble Canyon 
dam and to have the National Park's bound
aries extended northward to take in Marble 
Canyon, and (ii) to build Bridge Canyon 
dam with the agreement that this dam would 
be the last Grand Canyon dam ever to be 
built. But there is virtually no chance that 
the conservation groups-certainly not the 
Sierra Club-will concede that Bridge Can
yon dam should be built. They can be ex
pected to continue denouncing the Bridge 
Canyon proposal as contrary to the Grand 
Canyon National Park Act. The act would 
permit dams and reservoirs necessary for 
reclamation projects to be built in the park, 
but only when such construction is con-

sistent with the park's primary purpose of 
preserving the· canyon's scenery, wildlife, and 
"natural and historic objects." 

Representative JoH~ P. SAYLOR o! Penn
sylvani.a,, the Interior Committee's ranking 

·Republican member and a caustic critic of 
the Bureau of Reclamation, has introduced 
a bill drafted by the Sierra Club that would 
enlarge the part to take in the entire Grand 
Canyon from Lee Ferry at the beginning of 
Marble Canyon to Grand Wash Cliffs at the 
head of Lake Mead. The bill would prohibit 
construction of any dams in the park. 

Ironically, the Sierra Club and the Bu
reau of Reclamation both revere, as a spirit
ual antecedent, John Wesley Powell, the one
armed Union Army veteran and geologist 
whose Grand Canyon expedition of. 1869, by 
small boat, was one of history's great adven
tures. 

"We are three-quarters of a mile in the 
depths of the earth," wrote Powell in his 
journal, "and the great river shrinks into 
insignificance, as it dashes its angry waves 
against the walls and cUffs, that rise to the 
world above; they are but puny ripples, and 
we are but pigmies, running up and down 
the sands, or lost among the boulders. We 
have an unknown distance yet to run; an 
unknown river to explore. What falls there 
are, we know not; what rocks beset the 
channel, we know not; what walls rise over 
the river, we know not. Ah, well! we may 
conjecture many things. The men talk as 
cheerfully as ever; jests are bandied about 
freely this morning; but to me the cheer is 
somber and the jests are ghastly." 

Powell's journal provides a classic account 
of a journey down a "wild river"-a. term 
much used by conservationists, inclUding the 
Secretary of the Interior . . According to 
Georgie White, a white-water adventurer who 
has gone down rivers in Alaska, Canada, and 
Central America as well as in the Southwest, 
the Colorado, on its 280-mile course through 
the Gr~nd Canyon, is the wildest river of 
them all. The only point of contact with the 
outside world is at Phantom Ranch, the 
Park Service camp on Bright Angel Creek for 
hikers and mule riders who take the Kaibab 
or Bright Angel trail to descend into the 
canyon from the South Rim. 

The Sierra Club wants to preserve the free
flowing river-all of it, not just the 116 miles 
that would be left between the foot of Marble 
Canyon dam and the upper end of the reser
voir behind Bridge Canyon dam. The club 
wants the inner gorge left undisturbed, pre
serving a unique geological record and the 
river which helped to write it. The club is 
outraged that spots such as Vasey's Paradise, 
a place of mosses, ferns, and flowering plants 
below a fountain that gushes from the side 
of Marble Canyon, would be drowned by the 
water rising behind Marble Canyon and 
Bridge Canyon dams. 

The National Park Service, in a 1963 report, 
also criticized the Bridge Canyon dam pro
posal. Edwin D. McKee, now with the U.S. 
Geological Survey, was quoted as saying, in 
a paper prepared in 1942 when he was a Park 
Service naturalist, that the Bridge Canyon 
project, which was already being considered, 
would obscure important geologic features. 
The greatest losses, McKee said, would be in 
and to the west of Toroweap Valley, in the 
National Monument, where the rising waters 
would conceal features illustrating local_ vol
canism and the early stages of canyon cut
ting, as well as remnants of lavas that flowed 
down the river channel and sediments show
ing that, in two places, lakes had formed 
behind lava dams. 

The Park Service observed that the upper 
reaches of the reservoir would lie between 
Havasu Creek and Kanab Creek, an area 
deemed by some to be among the most scenic 
in the National Park. Silt and debris would 
accumulate in this section of the park, the 
report predicted. 
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' A DIPLOMATIC SILENCE' 

Strangely, however, the report said the 
Marble Canyon dam· would have little effect 
on the National Park. This judgment con
filets with the view held by Park Service men 
now serving at Grand Canyon. It is fair to 
say that for the National Park Service, an 
Interior Department ~gency, to give no quar
ter in criticizing proposals favored, or likely 
to be favored, by the Bureau of Reclamation, 
the Secretary of :the Interior, and the House 
Interior Committee would not be playing the 
game in the most prudent bureaucratic 
manner. 

Bureau of Reclamation officials insist that 
the objections to construction of the two 
dams that have been raised by the Sierra 
Club and its allies in the Park Service and 
elsewhere have been wildly pessimistic. For 
example, the Bureau discounts predictions 
that construction of Marble Canyon dam 
and of Coconino dam, which would be built 
on the Little Colorado River to keep Bridge 
Canyon reservoir from silting up, would leave 
the Colorado a tame river-too tame, even 
during spring runoffs, to flush out the boul
ders and other· debris that wash into the river 
from side canyons to form natural dams and 
rapids. · 

The Bureau also contends that releases of 
water ·for power generation during hours of 
peak demand would keep the channel scoured 
and the river flowing freely. Siltation below 
Kanab Creek, where the Bridge Canyon 
reservoir would begin, would be minimal be
cause the Coconino dam, together with Mar
ble Canyon dam and the de-silting dam on 
the Paria River, would turn the now silt
laden Colorado into trout water, the Bureau 
says. 

The Bureau regards conservationists of the 
Sierra Club type as people who are possibly 
sincere, b11t impractical and not a little 
selfish. Why, otherwise, would .they oppose 
dam projects which, besides serving as "cash 
registers," would open up the inner canyon 
to tens of thousands. of sightseers who would 
take boat trips on the reservoirs? Many of 
the conservationists, for their part, look on 
the reclamationists as Philistines who would 
gladly count in "fishermen man-days" to im
prove a project's cost-benefit ratio but who 
sneer whenever anyone mentioned natural 
beauty. 

The Sierra Club says that the dams, besides 
being a desecration, would not be the best 
means of producing revenues for the Lower 
Basin Development Fund. One club study 
uses the Bureau of Reclamation's own figures 
as a basis for ' concluding that the Central 
Arizona Project could be paid for without 
any new revenue-earning facilities at all
just by using the future earnings of Hoover 
and other existing dams. 

One expert witness to testify for the Sierra 
Club at recent House hearings on H.R. 4671 
was Alan P. Carlin, a Rand Oorporation econ
oinist. He said that neither Marble Canyon 
nor Bridge Canyon dam, despite the admitted 
fiexibllity of hydroelectric power in serving 
peak demands, would be as efficient as a 
nuclear plant, or a nuclear plant combined 
with a pumped storage plant, which would 
use the same water repeatedly by plliilf)ing it 
from a lower to an upper storage basin and 
running it through the turbines at hours of 
peak demand. Not only would these plants 
be cheaper to build than the power dams but 
transmission costs would be lower, Carlin 
said. They would be built, not in the bowels 

dam$: they will be built by non-federal in
terests. License applications by the Arizona 
Power Authority and the ,City of Los Angeles 
are now pending before ~he Federal Power 
Commission, which 2 years ago was directed 
by Congress not to grant licenses for the two 
sites before 31 December 1966. Even with 
the expiration of the licensing moratorium, 
however, the commission may find itself un
der restraints. Last December a U.S. Court 
of Appeals told FPC it would have to recon
sider its decision to permit construction of 
a . pumped storage plant at Storm King 
Mountain on the Hudson River. The pres
ervation of natural beauty should be a basic 
concern in comparing the desirability of the 
proposed plant with possible alternatives, 
the court indicated. 

Because the water importation study is 
essential to the compromise on H.R. 4671, 
resistance by the Northwest to the blll's pro
vision for such a. study may prove as great 
an obstacle to passage as thE) conservation
ists' opposition to the Grand Canyon dams. 
This study is not easily reconciled with the 
study which the proposed ·National Water 
Commission would undertake. A bill to 
create the COilWlission, submitted by the ad
ministration and sponsored by Sen a tor 
HENRY M. JACKSON of Washington, chairman 
of th,e Senate Interior Committee, and 48 
other senators, was passed by the Senate on 
9 June. 

The commission, to be made up of seven 
private citizens, would have 5 years to study 
water resource policy problems in a national 
perspective. Its mandate, as defined in the 
Interior Committee's report, would be to 
consider alternative solutions to water prob
lems "without prior commitment to any in
terest group, region, or agency ·of govern
ment." 

COOLNESS IN THE COMMITTEE 
The commission bill has struck few sparks 

of enthusiasm in the House Interior Com
mittee, where its fate now rests. Support
ers of H.R. 4671 are understandably reluctant 
to trust such a commission to come up with 
a water importation plan for the Colorado 
basin. Yet, unless they can agree to do so, 
the reclamation states will be seriously di
vided on the bill, for there is little chance 
that Senator Jackson and the Northwest 
ever will agree to the importation study. It 
is now proposed that the study be placed 
under the aegis of the new interagency 
Water Resources Council, whi~h Secretary 
Udall chairs, but this supposedly mollifying 
gesture isn't likely to soften the opposition. 
Indeed, JACKSON has rejected even a proposal 
to have the national commission give pri
ority consideration to the Southwest's water 
needs. 

For Secretary Udall, who must feel some 
anguish at the criticism he has received from 
his friends · in the conservation movement 
over the dam proposals, the National Water 
Commission might well prove a blessing. 
The cominission, if it ever receives House 
approval and is set up, could search for ways 
to loosen the regional and institutional ri
gidities that now bind water resource de
velopment planning. It is a large task, but 
the commission might even discover a solu
tion to the Southwest's water problems that 
would keep dams out of the Grand Canyon 
and allow Colorado basin politicians to keep 
their heads above water.-LUTHER J. CARTER 

of the earth, but in or near urban areas of 
high power demand. , PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT 

Representative UDALL and the Bureau of Mr. HAGAN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
Reclamation have, of course, contested th 1 1 
Carlin's findings. But UDALL himself has said on e fina ro lean. vote, No. 165, on 
that the most &ignificant problem raised by H.R. 15750, th~ Foreign Assista:nce A~t 
proposals to build nuclear or coal-fired gen- " of 1966, I was m the Chamber and d1d 
erating plants as an alternative to the dams not hear my name. Had I heard my 
is not economic but political. name called, I would have voted "nay." 

UDALL has contended, moreover, that, 1f The SPEAKER. The statement will 
the federal government doesn't build the be in the RECORD, 

ATLANTIC STUDIES 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. FINDLEY] is recognized for 30 
minutes. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, recently 
I invited the attention of this body to a 
program of studies on the Atlantic Com
munity being conducted by the House 
Republican Committee on NATO and the 
Atlantic Community. The committee 
consists of: 

Representative E. Ross ADAIR, Repub
lican, of Indiana. 

Representative CHARLES E. CHAMBER
LAIN, Republican, of Michigan. 

Representative DoN CLAUSEN, Repub
lican, of California. 

Representative JAMES C. CLEVELAND, 
.Republican, of New Hampshire. 

Representative ROBERT F. ELLSWORTH, 
Republican, of Kansas. 

Representative HASTINGS KEITH, Re
publican, of Massachusetts. 

Representative JAMES D. MARTIN, Re
publican, of Alabama. 

Representative ROGERS C. B. MORTON, 
Republican, of Maryland. 

Representative ALEXANDER PIRNIE, Re
publican, of New York. 

Representative ALBERT H. QUIE, Re
publican, of Minnesota. 

Representative OGDEN R. REID, Repub
lican, of New York. 

Representative PAUL FINDLEY, Repub
lican, of Illinois, chairman. 

In this program, essays on Atlantic 
Community topics have been prepared 
by foreign policy experts and referred 
to Congressmen for commeilt. 

Today I wish to draw your attention to 
a statement prepared for our committee 
by Dr. Hendrik Brugmans, rector of the 
College of Europe, Bruges, Belgium.- In 
the midfifties, Dr. Brugmans collaborated 
with Dr. Strausz-Hupe of the University 
of Pennsylvania to lay the groundwork 
for what is now the Atlantic Institute, a 
private international research organiza
tion directed by a group of prominent 
persons from many of the Atlantic na
tions. Dr. Brugman's statement is of 
particular interest at this time in view of 
the recent visit of the President· of 
France to the Soviet Union. 

Mr. Brugmans believes that President 
de Gaulle has brought home to the 
Europeans generally that they can now 
stand on their own feet and should now 
be more independent of the United 
States. Noting that real life is spring
ing up again in east-central Europe, Mr. 
Brugmans further recommends that 
East-West relations be examined afresh. 
perhaps with an economic and cultural 
Marshall plan for Eastern Europe. 

The full text of Dr. Brugman's state
ment follows: 

ATLANTIC POLICY IN PERSPECTIVE 
I 

Less than ten years ago, there was much 
talk about an "Atlantic Community" to be 
established. Today, this phrase has lost a 
great _deal of its significance, and is used 
with considerable care. 

This has two reasons. 
On the one hand, the rise of the European 

Common Market has given a new, specifio 
meaning to the word "Community", whic~ 
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stands now, in practice, for a group of na
tions in a process of supranational integra
tion. 

On the other hand, President de Gaulle 
(whatever his style and wording) has brought 
home to the Europeans at large, that they 
can stand now on their own feet and should 
therefore be more independent of the United 
States. In fact, he has given them a sense 
of dignity, which is not going to disappear 
when he will have left the political scene. 
Whatever the future holds in stock, there 
wm be no "restoration" in that respect. 

Henceforward, we can talk about "part
nership", but not of "community" in the 
strict sense which the term has acquired 
recently. Consequently, we should give some 
thought to the future structure of our West
ern world, so much the more so as N.A.T.O. 
has to be renewed three years from here. 
Structures are always the reflection of a 
balance of forces, of aspirations, hopes and 
interests, convergent or conflicting. Let us 
therefore ask ourselves how the situation is 
now, what our aims and targets are, and how 
we are to achieve them. Two main factors 
have changed international relations since 
1949: first, the Russian threat has substan
tially diminished. On the one hand, Khru
shchev's successors have hardly been able to 
consolidate their power, and inner opposition 
is a force to reckon with. On the other, the 
U.S.S.R . is at loggerheads with Red China, 
which means that it has a huge Eastern 
frontier to protect; consequently, it is un
likely that it will embark in military (or 
even political) adventures in the West; al
though the future remains unpredictable per 
definition, it seems probable that the two 
"crises" which Russia opened around Berlin, 
will not be followed by a third one; even the 
infamous "wall" might work here as an ele
ment of international stability. In any case, 
we have moved far away from the days when 
Monsieur Spaak voiced the feelings of most 
Europeans, in his unforgotten U.N. speech: 
"Nous avons peur". Today, Europeans are 
no longer "afraid" and this deprives us of an 
integrating force. 

Secondly, as already indicated, the "eco
nomic miracle" they see around them, gives 
the Europeans a feeling of self-confidence 
which is new. True, this "miracle" was 
made possible by the Marshall-plan, but this 
was twenty years ago. Today, Europe no 
longer automatically looks to Washington 
for help, guidance and advice; only some 
smaller countries are still willing to leave 
world-politics to the U.S., but that is part 
of their neutralist past rather than of their 
Atlantic conviction. Although not yet pow
erful enough to match American economic 
dynamism, Europe already asks itself how 
it might achieve a position of equal part
nership with America, not only in words but 
in reality. It has come to resent the con
stant flow of its scientists to the U.S. and 
the growing American "infiltration" on our 
industrial market, especially in its techno-
logically most progressive sectors. 

These facts will remain overwhelmingly 
important, with or without President de 
Gaulle. The "status quo ante" will not re
turn, and in these circumstances, America 
shoulti not take it for granted that Europe 
should "normally" be an unconditional ally. 
The alliance, desirable though it still is, 
should be redefined, both in political and 
frontier-guards, with the whole weight of 
N.A.T.O. is no longer axiomatic: it has Qe
come a matter of debate. New arguments 
are required. 

Finally, we have to state that the feeling 
of greater self-confidence and the longing 
for greater independence of the U.S. cannot 
simply be described as "Europeans," as we 
did earlier. It is to a large extent more 
"national" than consciously continental. 
Here too de Gaulle is a symbol and a symp
tom rather than an accident. 

If we are to counter the threat of resur
gent Nationalism in Europe-and National
ism is today a factor of Western disintegra
tion-we should do so with intellectual and 
emotional weapons, different from those we 
could use 12 years ago. If the Atlantic world 
is to be organized, it should be done through 
concrete proposals and inspiring concepts, 
which correspond to our present needs. 

II 

In the military field, the great new fact is 
of course the apparition of two national 
"striking forces" in Europe, one of which at 
least, the French, can hardly be expected to 
be neatly integrated into any Atlantic whole. 
What should our policy be there, in a field 
which has to be considered as more and 
more "hot"?. The "bomb" is becoming an 
obsession in people's minds and, as disarma
ment negotiations seem to become a sense
less routine-business for experts, public 
opinion looks out for a statesmanlike per
spective. 

Is it enough to protest against "prolifer
ation?" Certainly not. As things develop 
now, it seems reasonable to foresee that, in 
about ten or fifteen years, a certain number 
of medium-sized nations will have built up 
their nuclear defence. This may well seem 
deplorable to a country like the U.S., which 
enjoyed atomic monopoly until 1949, but 
there is every probability that super-weap
ons will become less expensive and therefore 
move into the range of national aspirations 
everywhere, be it for real military reasons 
or simply for prestige. Moreover, a moral 
condemnation of such a desire, when it 
comes from a nation which has thrown the 
bombs on Japan, does hardly sound convinc
ing to newcomers, to "have-not's" and "have 
recently's"; In other words, if the claim for 
non-proliferation is to have any appeal at 
all, American proposals should not only sug
gest that ,others stop building atom-bombs. 
They should also show what America in
tends to do with her own, short of which 
she Win be accused of hypocrisy. In this 
respect, let us remember the action made to 
discredit the test-ban treaty of Moscow. 
Making the atomic club a closed shop will 
not do. 

Before coming to our suggestions, let us 
make one remark first. 

It seems wrong to be entirely hypnotized 
by the problem of who is going to pull the 
atomic "trigger." Of course, the final deci
sion will always be taken by a very small 
team, if not by one man alone. This is true, 
whatever our Atlantic structures. But those 
who will have the fateful responsibility of 
"pushing the button or not," are not or 
should not be isolated from the community 
in the name of which and for the protection 
of which they act. They should know what 
their people or peoples would be prepared 
to consider as an acceptable "casus belli." 
In other words, the problem does not really 
lie with the "moment supreme", but with 
the political, popular consensus to be 
achieved beforehand. All concerned must 
be convinced that, whatever happens, they 
have been able to raise their voices and par
ticipate effectively in the decision-making 
process. When President Kennedy made his 
historic speech during the Cuba-crisis, he 
of course did not consult his 50 States. But 
the 50 States recognized him as their legiti
mate President. 

Unfortunately, .the Europ~ans have no 
reason as yet to consider the man in the 
Whit.e House as "their" President. They 
may like or dislike him, but he is not their 
elected chief, however much his decisions 

hemisphere.", but no reference to the defense 
of the free world. None the less, the final 
decision might have meant atomic war-also 
for Europe. 

Here lies an institutional problem of para
mount importance, the issue being between 
hegemony and partnership. How can the 
latter be organised? 

In our opinion, only by the creation of 
an Atlantic body, with both military and 
political competences, fully equipped to pre
pare -and finally make the fundamental de
cisions in the field of world-politics, in
cluding the decision to apply force, even 
nuclear force. In other words: I would 
propose an Atlantic council tor World-Af
fairs, to which the U.S. and the States of 
Europe should surrender part of their poli
tical and military sovereignty. In fact, it 
seems useless to complain that the allies 
are lukewarm in their support of American 
actions, for example in Vietnam. How could 
they be more enthusiastic, as they have never 
been consulted beforehand, even less par
ticipated in the debate that prepared the 
intervention? The Vietnam-war is not 
theirs and they cannot be expected to act 
as a ~'claque", applauding what they never 
were able to discuss. In practice, the Amer
icans see themselves today in the same posi
tion as the French twelve years ago: they 
ask for support, but did not offer a share 
in the policy-making process. 

The first and most important function of 
such an Atlantic Council would be to pre
serve peace in freedom, and set up a ma
chinery for arbitration and peaceful change. 
As it would have the whole nuclear poten
tial of the Western world at its disposal, it 
would take up the basic idea of the Baruch 
plan: supranational government "with 
teeth", its competence being however strictly 
limited to the function of a "world-police". 
For the time being, its geographic area would 
of course be limited to the States around 
the Atlantic, but it is no longer entirely 
utopian to envisage that maybe one day 
the Soviet Union would join the institution. 
No doubt that such proposals are radical, 
even revolutionary ones. But two factors 
should not be forgotten: 

First, the present "balance of terror" (how
ever preferable to no balance at all) can 
hardly be expected to remain the last word 
of international relations; sooner or later, 
fresh thinking should be done and new pro
posals made, in order to promote less pro
visional solutions; 

Secondly, it seems difficult to underesti
mate the widespread pacifist feeling all over 
the world, including the U.S. itself. In the 
"battle of minds" which is going on, we 
should not be afraid of being "utopian" for 
a while; plans which seem utterly unprac
ticable when they are launched, may well 
be considered wise sooner than foreseen. 

m 
Of course, such an "Atlantic Council" 

(whatever its institutional form and com
petences: Federal or Confederal) will be ex
tremely difficult to be set up--even if the 
U.S. would be willing-as long as Europe is 
weak and disrupted by Nationalism. If there 
is to be a real "partnership on equal foot
ing," this cannot be achieved between one 
organised Continent on the side and a loose 
group of quarreling States on the other. In 
a certain sense, President de Gaulle was right 
when he suggested in 1958 that N.A.T.O. 
should be reorganised and ruled hence
forward by a ·."condominium" of the "Big 
Three." Of course, President Eisenhower was 
also right when he declined the offer, answer

bind them in actual fact. This dichotomy ing that this would reduce the other allies to 
now creates feelings of frustration, as one a state of second class mutes. None the less, 
never knows whether the American leader - it is only too obvious that no international 
who speaks and acts, does so as a national organisation can work when composed by a 
or an Atlantic Statesman. Many Europeans multiplicity of countries, each of them being 
remarked with great con.cern that the Cu~a- very different from the others, in size, power 
speech contained several mentions of "this and political orientation. In fact, the situa-
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tlon 'today is, that there is no political leader
ship in N.A.T.O. at all. whereas the emer

, gency-bonds of 1949 become weaker and 
weaker. 

In this situation of deadlock and sterility, 
which was the cause of Monsieur Spaak's 
resignation as Secretary General, the sugges
tion of an Atlantic Council as mentioned 
above would have the notable advantage to 
make things move again. In fact, it :would 
kill two birds with one stone and function as 
a sort of "political Marshall-plan." Real 
participation in world-politics, i.e., real par
ticipation in decision-making, should be 
made conditional of European, integra~ion . 
In fact this would not mean an offer "with 
strings," but the sober statement that the 
proposed Council could only work in practice 
insofar as E.urope would be prepared to speak 
with ··one voice and act with one will. More
over, there •.s nothing against "strings," pro
vided the'f are woven intelligently. 

So far, European Federalism is the only new 
po!itical idea p~t forward on the Eastbanks 
of the Atlantic Ocean. But it has been 
shown continuously that the old se1f-con
scious nations of Europe are not willing to 
give up part of their political sovereignty and 
independence. Everybody pays lip-service 
to the desirability of coming closer together, 
but each time the basic question arose, the 
governments backed out. That was the case 
in 1949 with the Council of Europe, in 1954 
with the Defence Community (which in
cluded political integration) and recently, 
when the problem of majority-rule was put 
forward. Probably, the European States will 
not have the courage of setting up a workable 
Federation, as long as there is no "bait." The 
"political Marshall-plan" mentioned above, 
would provide-such a "bait." -

Do the Europeans accept to be prosperous 
but non-existent in world-affairs? Do they 
wish to unite economically and become a sort 
of "greater Holland", or a neutral Switzer
land? If so, there is no problem and con
sequently no solution. But if we are right 
in thinking that the relatively great success 
of Gaullism, also outside France, is due to a 
feeling of political frustration to which the 
Europeans are subject-then, an offer of this 
kind would have an explosive effect, and 
be of lasting historic value. It would mean 
that the American Administration would be 
ready to open its world-political dossiers and 
share the responsibility for their handling 
with the Europeans ... , provided they care 
to unite politically. In still other words, 
European unity would be the precondition 
of Atlantic integration, and, at the same 
time, the perspective of real Atlantic part
nership would give an indispensible new 
impetus to European union. 

Maybe such an Atlantic co-operation in 
nuclear and political world-affairs should be 
complemented by a new edition of the Euro
pean Defense Community as far as "classi
cal" weapons are concerned. In fact, why 
should not the Europeans rather than the 
Americans be responsible for the defense of 
their own sector, now that it probably will 
not be "hot", at least for the time being? 
"Partnership" also means that each partner 
is strong enough to meet the other without 
inferiority-complexes: it therefore seems ad
visable to let the Europeans be their own 
frontier-guards, while the whole weight of 
Atlantic nuclear defense behind them. 

IV 

Finally, it would be wrong to leave the 
East-Central European peoples out of con
sideration here. The times of Stalinism are 
over, in spite of occasional setbacks. True, 
the Communist governments in power be
yond the Iron Curtain would probably prefer 
to be at the same time more independent of 
Moscow and less dependent on their own 
resurgent public opinion. In .any case, real 
life is springing up again in these countries, 
which so many men of little faith deemed 
already lost for ever. In his latest book, 
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"Europa Grossmacht oder Schlachtfeld", Dr. 
Otto Habsburg (as he calls himself now) 
makes this point strongly and rightly. In 
fact, "Mittei.europa", the community of na
tions describ.ed by Professor Oscar Halecki in 
his "Borderlands of Western Civilization", 
is becoming a world-political factor again. 
It has already ceased to be a group 0'! passive 
"satellites". 

This means that we can no longer be con
tent with shedding some tears on the graves 
of. their freedom. New opportunities arise, 
but this for~es us to do some new thinking. 
Things are on the move, whatever we do, but 
we should have a line of action of our own. 
Violent revolution seems ·to be out of the 
question: the non.:.intervention from the 
West in 1956 (and, earlier, in the German 
rising of 1953) has brought home to the 
peoples of the European East that they have 
to count only on themselves (~'fara da se"). 
However, we -can try to help and support 
them in a political non-warlike way. 

Up to now, the re-orientation of those na
tions has mainly been directed to gaullist 
France. Striving for greater national inde
pendence (if not for inner liberalization), 
Rumania contacted Paris. In Poland, where 
·the movement against totalitarian rule is 
more powerful, the government tried to win 
the backing of President de Gaulle, and profit 
by the traditional friendship between the 
two countries. This seems only too normal. 
·of course, the peoples East of the CUrtain 
know that America is by far the strongest · 
partner in the ·West, and that was the politi
cal meaning of the triumphal welcome they 
gave to men like Richard Nixon and Robert 
Kennedy. But at. the same time, they con
sider natural to renew their bonds with their 
fellow-Europeans in the West, rather than 
expect everything from the far-away Ameri
can "imperialists". 

Consequently, it seems desirable that the 
whole problem of East-West relations should 
be examined afresh, first of all in the eco
nomic sphere. Here too, there should be a 
.. bait" for opening up the doors: an eco
nomic and cultural uMarshalZ-pZan" for 
Eastern Europe, of the type suggested by 
Professor Brzezinski in his book, "Alternative 
to Partition". A plan, financed by Ameri
cans and West-Europeans tOgether, but ad
ministered by them and the Eastern govern
ments concerned. 

Here too, "conditions" should be put for
ward. 

- On the one hand, "liberalization" should 
be "rewarded", and political backwardness 
"penalized": in fact, there is no reason to 
believe that Western help would automat!

. cally result in gr~ter freedom. But the 
"strings" imposed in order to promote it 
would no doubt be popular in Eastern public 
opinion. 

On the other hand, multilateral co-opera
tion between the beneficiaries should be 
made conditional, like in 1947 for the West. 
We are well aware of the fact that this 
second condition seems to contradict the 
ideas which have sometimes been predomi
nant so far. In fact, it was thought in the 
recent past, that any kind of Nationalism in 
the Curtain-countries served our purposes, as 
it meant disintegration of the Eastern bloc. 

Such a policy. however, seems to be short
sighted. The days of Nationalism are over, 
and it would be all too easy for the Kremlin 
to argue that the West, again, is "reac
tionary", as it tries to foster out-dated "sov
ereign rights". And this · would be right! 

We therefore should stress that, although 
national identity of all peoples should be 
maintained, the modern world is looking out 
for larger, plurinational concentrations, 
not for chauvinistic separatism. Here 
the example of the Common Market 
can be used as a possible model, as well as 
the attempts to create an Economic Commu
nity in Latin America. Thus, East-Central 
Europe could give another version of the 

universal trend towards Regionalism, and 
America should give it her full support. It 
was good to promote the independence of the 
former satellites vis-a-vis Soviet imperialism, 
but it will be better to support a lasting co
operation between the Sates concerned. A 
"buffer-region" beween Western Europe and 
the U.S.S.R. would be a factor of detente, as 
it would give Russia the cez:titude that her 
Western borders are safe. 

How are po1itical perspectives likely· to de
velop?· It is difficult to say, but probably the 
East-Central countries will discover a con
crete similarity in their situation, so that it 
is not utopian to foresee that a kind of more 
collectivist edition of E.E.C. might be created, 
probably in co-operation ~ith, but not sub
servient to the U.S.S.R. 

Will the Soviet Union participate herself 
in such a program? That is perhaps not im
possible. But even if she stays out, she 
would have the greatest difficulties in stop
ping her former "satellites" who want to take 
the risk. In any case, even if such an offer 
from the West would be rejected, both by the 
U.S.S.R. and the "Borderland"-countries, it 
would have an impact on public opinion and 
give a shock. Inside and outside the Com
munist Parties, there would be lively discus
sion on the subject. How in fact could they 
refuse altogether, confronted as they are 
with huge economic problems? 

A new American-European plan of help 
and co-operation would mean that we would 
again be an active factor there. But much 
will depend on the outcome of the war in 
Vietnam. 

Finally, any policy towards the East should 
give· an answer to the German question. 
Those Germans are wrong who think that 
their problem of national "re-unification" 
can be solved apart from the European prob
lem as a whole. For the moment, the So
viet-controlled part of Germany is still the 
key of the situation, . and the U.S.S.R. will 
certainly not give it up before a reasonable 
alternative will be offered. On the other 
hand, any form of national re-unification of 
Germany would be highly impopular in coun
tries like Poland and Czechoslovakia-for un
derstandable reasons. 

It therefore should be made crystal-clear to 
all East-European powers, including the 
U.S.S.R., and to publi-c opinion, that any 
German "revisionist" move as concerns the 
Oder-Neisse frontier or the Sudetenland, 
would strongly be opposed and drastically 
checked by Washington. The Germans have 
to choose: either a "New Deal" East of the 
Iron Curtain, including re-unification of the 
Federal Republic with the present "German 
Democratic Republic", or a continued strife 
over Eastern frontiers. They cannot count 
on Western support both for a re-unification
policy and, a "revision" as envisaged in the 
agitation of the "Landsmannschaften". 

In other words: pacification and democ
ratization, should include the formal recog
nition of the Oder-Neisse borderline, by Bonn. 
It is wrong to keep as a "trump-card", what 
in reality is a pre-condition for the game to 
be started. Presently, the influence of the 
U.S. in the Federal Republic is very consider
able. The U.S. should use it to make our 
German friends understand that the Eastern 
borderlines of Germany as a whole, are there 
to stay. 

H. BRUGMANS, 
Rector College of Europe. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, our com
mittee is indebted to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. ELLSWORTH] for making a 
study of Dr. Brugmans• statement. The 
gentleman is a member of the Joint Eco
nomic .Committee and an expert in in
ternational monetary matters. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. ELLSWORTH]. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, this 
is certainly an important paper, and a 
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clear and carefully thought out state
ment. 

It is true, as Brugmans said, that the 
Europeans· can now stand on their own 
feet and should therefore be more in
dependent of the United States. It is 
also true that Europeans have an en
hanced sense of dignity; but I seriously 
doubt that it is President de Gaulle who 
has "given" this to the European&. 

Undoubtedly, as Brugmans sugges.ted, 
the time is ripening for the reopening of 
dialog between East and West over the 
question of the division of Europe and 
the division of Germany. Certainly it 
is true that the immediacy of a military 
threat from Russia toward Western 
Europe has diminished; certainly it is 
true that the days of Stalinism and even 
of Khrushchev are gone. Certainly it is 
true that Europe has a new sense of 
dignity and a surging sense of strength. 

I!, however, these impulses are to be 
maintained and not destroyed, then it 
is most inappropriate to speak or think 
in terms of following De Gaulle, who 
would fragment Western Europe, or of 
emphasizing European unity at the ex
pense of Atlantic community. An East
West dialog can lead to peace, oppor
tunity, and security, only when the West 
is unified, not fragmented. 

I hope that ·nothing in Brugmans' 
. paper would be taken in any other way. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

NAVAL CONSTRUCTION IN 
FOREIGN SHIPYARDS 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Wash
Ington [Mr. PELLY] is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I see where 
our British friends are continuing to 
allow their ships to supply North Viet
nam and Prime Minister Wilson piously 
has said England will not sell arms to 
the United States because England dis
approves of the U.S. bombing of North 
Vietnamese petroleum dumps and other 
military targets. 

That is England's privilege. I do not 
want America to purchase arms from 
Great Britain anyway. The United 
States should have its own munitions 
industry. Our· national security de
mands that we do not depend on anyone 
for arms. 

I do object, however, to the holier
than-thou attitude of John Bull. What 
is the difference between arms and naval 
vessels? Why is not the United King
dom consistent? After all, England's 
Ministry of Defense on behalf of a British 
shipyard has just underbid our American 
yards oh some naval survey ships. 

If the low-wage foreigners want to 
stand on principle, let them say, which is 
true, naval vessels even noncombatant 
ones, are a form of munitions. These 
new ships will have a role, indirectly at 
least, in resisting Communist aggression. 
Therefore, in all conscience, the British 
should abstain and not contract to build 
American naval vessels in British ship
yards. 

Meanwhile, I hope the House Commit
tee on Armed Services will hold hearings 

on my bill to require all naval vessels to 
be constructed in American shipyards. 

Mr. Speaker, no great world power 
with any sense would· ever depend upon 
foreign nations to supply it with weapons 
or facilities or ships of war. Two naval 
survey ships might not seem important 
and not too serious were it not for a 
precedent. Once the United States es
tablishes a new policy, the damage will 
have been done. 

Congress should kill this Trojan horse 
program now-once and for all. Con
gress should insist that the Defense De
partment place its order in American 
yards. 

Thereby, our pious foreign friends will 
be made to feel truly righteous. Let us 
help our English cousins abide in the 
path's of the righteous. 

FISH PROTEIN CONCENTRATE 
The SPEAKER. Under previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. Quml is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, the Food 
for Freedom Act of 1966 came up for dis
cussion a number of times today during 
the debate on the foreign aid bill. While 
it is not a subject of direct concern in the 
foreign aid bill, an amendment adopted · 
·to the food-for-freedom bill should be of 
concern to all of us. On June 9, 1966, the 
House adopted an amendment offered by 
'my colleague from New York [Mr. PIKE] 
which would permit fish concentrate to 
be exported under Public Law 480 with
out prior approval from the Food and 
Drug Administration. 

Public Law 480 presently provides that 
fish concentrate may be moved under 
the authority of that act only upon ap
proval from the Food and Drug Adminis
tration. I objected to the amendment 
and the concern ·I expressed at that time 
has only increased. Let me quote what 
I said on this matter during the :floor 
debate on the Pike amendment: 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. When fishery products were 
included, they did not include fish concen
trate because that had not been approved 
by the Food and Drug Administration. 

I do not believe it would be wise for us to 
pawn off on people of other countries food 
we do not permit to be sold to the people in 
our country. I do not believe we ought to 
sell fish concentrate to people of other coun
tries until the Food and Drug Administra
tion determines it is acceptable for human 
use. 

What the amendment would do is, by leg
islative intent, to say that fish concentrate, 
which includes all parts of the fish, could 
be sold under the Public Law 480 program. 
What would happen if it should be found 
that these fish products for some people in 
other countries caused some diseases or even 
death, and the Food and Drug Administra
tion had not approved it? That would surely 
redound to the discredit of the United States. 

We in the United States demand that every 
food product which is sold for human con
sumption have the approval of the Food and 
Drug Administration. Until fish concentrate 
can get that approval. I believe the language 
ought to remain in the Act. For that reason 
I am opposed to the amendment. I believe it 
would be terribly unwise for the Congress to 
remove the language. This is not insignifi
cant; it is extremely important. An interest 
in the fishing industry is not enough. We 

have the same problems with respect-to other 
industries. Other commodities are subjected 
to certain economic difficulties because they 
cannot sell their product for a period of time. 
Cranberries had that difficulty a little while 
ago. 

Unless we are certain the product is health
ful, that it will not create harm, we have 
denied to the industry the opportunity to 
sell it in this country. I rise in opposition to 
the amendment which would permit the 
dumping o_f fish concentrate on unsuspecting 
people in developing countries when the Food 
and Drug Administration still feels it is un
fit for human consumption. 

The significant part of my objection 
was based on the unknown effects of fish 
conc~ntrate on other peoples of the 
world. I have recently come across an 
article appearing in a recent issue of the 
New Zealand Dairy Exporter containing 
some sobering implications in the drive 
to produce new fish protein concentrates 
and ship them to developing nations. 

The author of the article is Sir Ernest 
Marsden, fellow of the Royal Society, 
Britain's oldest scientific society, and 
elder statesman of science in New 
Zealand. I believe his observations com
mand more than passing note. Before 
I read the pertinent sections of the arti
cle, however, let me point out that early 
in the article Sir Marsden reports that 
Japanese studies of stomach cancer con
ducted by the National Cancer Center at 
T0kyo under Dr. T. Hirayama find: 

A positive cqrrelation, of borderline sig
nificance, was indicated between the en
demicity of stomach cancer in Japan and 
the local custom of taking certain highly 
salted foods, such as certain fish products, 
and possibly salted beans. 

In the il.rticle Sir Ernest Marsden goes 
on to explain: 

In regard to the indication that certain 
salted fish products were conducive to higher 
incidence of stomach cancer, ' that is, apart 
from the larger influence of milk consump
tion habits, it is to be noted that small 

· plankton scavenge radioactive substances 
from sea water and become very raddoactive, 
chiefly from acquired polonium. I have 
found this to be a world-wide phenomenon. 
Plankton in turn pass on the polonium ac
tivity to bivalve shell fish such as mussels, 
cockles, pipis, etc. and also to certain small 
fish and thence to larger predatory fish where 
it moves mainly to the offal with little to 
the white flesh. 

This indicates to me that the assump
tion that anything from the seu is pure 
. for human consumption is surely false. 
Fish concentrate contains all the fish 
inCluding the entrails and this, of course, 
means the offal as well. 

The effect of this fish diet on certain 
people was included in Sir Ernest Mars
den's article of which again I quote: 

The effect of this on the Maoris and Poly
nesians who consume large quantities of . 
shell fish, etc., has already been pointed out 
by the author and incidentally also it is to 
be noted that the Maori incidence of stom
ach cancer, etc., is very high compared with 
that of Europeans. 

It would be of great interest to examine 
the radioactivity of the salted fish product 
referred to by Dr. Hirayama, as a significant 
portion of the diet of Japanese. Previous 
to my suggestions, Dr. Hirayama was in
clined to ascribe the stomach cancer effect 
to the excess salt, which is perhaps not un
reasonable. However, {t may well be that 
a correlation may be found with the radio-
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activity of the fish product~ in question, 
rather than with the quantity of salt con
sumed. 

Similar reasoning may be applied to the 
case of Baltic fishermen who have an inci
dence of gastro-intestinal cancer four times 
that of the inland population who do not eat 
large . quantities of smoked fish products; 
likewise there is a high incidence of gastric 
cancer in Iceland. Hitherto, these effects 
have generally been considered as due to 
possible carcinogenic compounds in the· 
smoke, etc., but may it not be that it is the 
particular kind of ftsh product which is more 
important and the amount consumed? 

It would appear to me that approval 
by this Congress of fish protein con
centrate without Food and Drug Ad
ministration approval is a hazardous 
move. Untold damage could be done 
to our international relations should we 
be found guilty of pushing off on un
fortunate peoples a food which possibly 
has a cancerous cloud over it. The little 
help that amendment might give to the 
fishing industry is nothing compared to 
the propaganda opportunities for people . 
unfriendly to the United States, unless 
we make food available to other nations 
only when it is safe enough for our own 
peoples to eat. 

SPIRIT OF VALLEY FORGE LIVES ON 
The SPEAKER. Under previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. AsHBROOK] is recognized for 5 min
ute~. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, the 
spirit of Valley Forge lives on. It is a 
rare thing in this day and age to find 
people who are committed to the prin
ciples which make this Republic what it 
is. A front-page story carried in the 
New Concord, Ohio, Enterprise indicated 
a spirit that should be heart-warming to 
those who become cynical and think that 
our youth are beatniks carrying placards 
of protest and throwing beer cans at Fort 
Lauderdale. The truth of the matter is 
that most of our youth are doing a good 
job of living up to the American heritage 
in 1!nding work in the summer, partic1-
patmg in scouting, 4-H activities and 
yes, serving their country in its military 
commitments. 

Lance Cpl. Harold Edward Boetcher, 
New Concord marine, lost his life in Viet
nam in the service of his country. No 
eloquence could possibly assuage for the 
loss to his parents, Mr. and Mrs. Harold 
A. Boetcher of Route 1, New Concord. 
Words cannot fill the void which must be 
in their lives. 

Yet all Americans can gain inspiration 
for these troubled times in the statement 
of Corporal Boetcher's father at this time 
of tragic loss of life. He explained that 
his son "was most proud to be a marine 
and fought for what he believed. That 
was, according to Harold, he would 
rather fight Communists over there than 
he would over here." 

Mr. Speaker, I do not know the 
Boetchers but they mUst be great Ameri
cans. Their son would be just as proud 
of them as they must be of his convic
tions and the honor he was true to in the 
Nation's hour of need. 

$12.50 a month in regular retirement ln
[From the New concord (Ohio) Enterprise, come over and beyond their social se-

June 23, 1966] curity benefits. 

The article follows: 

NEW CONCORD MARINE PAYS HIGHEST 
SACRIFICE IN VIETNAM AREA 

Mr. and Mrs. Harold A. Boetcher of New 
Concord, Route 1, have been notified of the 
death of their son Lance Corporal Harold Ed
ward Boetcher. His death, according to 
authorities, occurred :Monday June 20, at 
Chui Lai, South Viet Nam. The Boetchers 
reside one half mile west of New Concord 
and just north of U.S. 40. They are formerly 
from California where their son enlisted in 
the Marine Corps. The body will be brought 
.to the Mock Funeral Home in New Concord 
for services and burial. 

Two Marine Corps members from Colum
bus delivered the first message of their son's 
death to the Boetchers. . Then a telegram 
was delivered, which had been sent to 
Cambridge 

Cpl. Boetcher, who was a member of D bat
tery, Second Battalion, 11th Marine Division, 
was sent to South Viet Nam in mid-Febru
ary. He had been in the Marine Corps since 
enlisting July 6, 1962, after six months in the 
National Guard. 

Born in Mitpitas, Calif., July 26, 1946, he 
attended elementary school in Muskingum 
County but was graduated from high school 
in the California community before entering 
the service. The family returned to Mus
kingum. County two years ago. 

Surviving Cpl. Boetcher in addition to his 
parents are two brothers, James Boetcher o! 
Mount Sterling and Norris Boetcher of New 
Concord Route 1 and a sister, Nancy Boetcher 
of the home. 

Corporal Boetcher's father explained that 
his son "was most proud to be a marine and 
he fought for what he b~lieved. That was, 
according to Harold, he would rather fight 
Communism over there than he would over 
here." 

Poverty and its attendant social evils 
can be eliminated for those able to work 
by improving job opportunities, by pro
viding opportunities for them to obtain 
training in skills that will fit them for 
available jobs, and by providing a,. pros
perous and expanding economic climate. 
But improving job oppOrtunities cannot 
eliminate poverty for the great majority 
of people who are on the social security 
rolls. Work is not a practical possibility 
for them. The economic well-being of 
the old people, disabled workers, and 
widows and orphans that constitute this 
large grOUP-more than one out of every 
10 Americans--depends largely on the 
extent to which their social security 
benefits are adequate. 

Thus it seems to me evident that a 
very substantial increase in social secu
rity benefits is needed if the program is 
to play a truly effective role in relieving 
and preventing poverty. Under my bill, 
all social security beneficiaries will be 
provided a substantial increase-50 per
cent on the average-in cash benefits be
ginning for January 1967. For aged 
workers, benefits will increase from a 
minimum of $44 to a minimum of $55, 
and the maximum eventually ·payable 
under the law, now $168, will increase to 
$407. The maximum monthly amount 
payable to a family will be increased 
from the present $368 to $610. A retired 
worker now getting the. average benefit 
of $82 a month will get $118 a month, 
and the average benefit for an elderly 
couple will be increased from $142 a 
month to $231 a month. Thus the in

INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY crease in benefits provided by my bill will 
CASH BENEFITS represent a really significant step for

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Rhode 
Island [Mr. FOGARTY], is recognized for 
20 minutes. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I am to
day introducing a bill to provide a sub
stantial increase in social security cash 
benefits and other needed improvements 
in the social seoority program. 

Today over 88 percent of the people 
age 65 and over are getting social security 
benefits or-for a relatively small pro
portion-benefits provided by some other 
governmental retirement program. Yet 
the great majority of our old people are 
poor. In fact, they constitute between 
one-fifth and one-fourth of all the poor 
in the Nation. 

The reason why old people are gener
ally poverty-striken is that they must de
pend largely on social security benefits to 
meet their needs and these benefits are 
inadequate. Even at the upper levels, the 
benefits are barely suffi.cient to provide 
subsistence in most parts of the country. 
The average social security benefit at the 
close of 1965 was $82-$984 a year-for a 
retired worker who has no wife entitled 
to wife's benefits and $142-$1,704 a 
year-for a retired couple. According to 
a recent survey of social security benefi
ciaries about half of the aged social se
curity beneficiaries--46 percent of the 
beneficiary couples and 60 percent of the 
nonmarried beneficiaries---had less than 

ward in our efforts to alleviate the prob
lem of poverty among the retired aged. 

But this is only one aspect of what my 
bill will do. Social security today 1s not 
just a mechanism for preventing poverty. 
With the broad cov~rage the program 
now has, practica.lly everybody who 
works for a living-the average earner 
and the above-average earner the urban 
businessman, the farmer, the profes
sional self -employed, and the supervisor 
and manager--counts on social security 
benefits as a source of income for him
self and his family in retirement in the 
case of disability, or when death' occurs. 
More than 9 out of 10 Americans look to 
the social security program to replace 
their usual work income 1f that income 
1s cut off by one of these occurrences. 
And, in my bill to improve the overall 
protection afforded under social security, 
I have not overlooked the above-average 
earner. 

There has been a substantial deterio
ration in social security protection in re
lation to earnings levels, over the' years. 
';['his deterioration is due 'to the failure 
to keep up to date the amount of earn
ings that is subject to social security 
taxes and that counts toward benefits
the contribution and benefit base. There 
have been several increases in the base 
since 1935, but all of them have consist
ently lagged behind the rise in earnings 
levels. For example, the increase in the 
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base to $6,600 under the 1965 amend
ments will, by 1967, only restore the situ
ation that existed in 1951 with respect 
to the proportion of workers with all 
their earnings counted; it does not come 
anywhere near restoring the situation 
that existed in the early years of the 
program, under the $3,000 l;Jase. The re
sult i& that more and more workers have 
earnings above the creditable amount 
and therefore have insurance protection 
related to only a part of their earnings. 

The $3,000 earnings base established 
by the 1935 Social Security Act had the 
effect of covering the total earnings of 
all but the most highly paid people: In 
1938, about 97 percent of all workers and 
94 percent of regularly employed men 
had all of their earnings covered by the 
$3,000 base. By providing an increase in 
the earnings base in two steps, to $12,000 
beginning in 1967 and to $15,000 begin
ning in 1969, we will recapture all of the 
ground that has been lost since the be
ginning of the program. Setting the 
earnings base at these higher levels will, 
together with the average 50-percent in
crease in benefits, enable the program to 
offer, for workers at average and above
average earnings levels as well as for 
low-paid workers, social security benefits 
that compare reasonably with their ac
customed levels of living. 

In addition to improving the adequacy 
of social security benefits now, my bill 
also makes provision for keeping these 
benefits up to date once people start 
getting their benefits. Perhaps one of 
the most difficult problems facing people 
who are forced to live on a fixed pension 
is that economic conditions several years 
after the benefit is first paid are almost 
certain to be very much different from 
those prevailing when they retired. 
Even when benefits are reasonably ade
quate at the time they are awarded, they 
are likely to be nowhere nearly adequate 
some years later. 

Thus far, this problem as it applies to 
our social security system has been at
tacked by making ad hoc changes in the 
system. In contrast, there are important 
advantages to having the adjustments 
made automatically as economic condi
tions warrant. One of the most impor
tant advantages is the feeling of secu
rity and the resultant peace of mind that 
will be afforded beneficiaries; they will 
know that their benefits will not fall be
hind as price levels change. By provid
ing for the automatic adjustment of 
benefits to changes in the Consumer 
Price Index, my bill guarantees a bene
ficiary that his benefit will buy as much 
10, 20, or 30 years after he came on the 
rolls as it bought at the time when he 
first came on the rolls. Both the civil 
service retirement and the military re
tirement systems now have provisions to 
automatically adjust benefits to increases 
in the cost of living. Such a provision 
for the social security system is overdue ... 

My bill also provides for automatic 
adjustments of the contribution and 
benefit base to increases in earnings lev
els. This continuing adjustment, in con
junction with the two-step increase in 
the base to $12,000 and to $15,000 that 
is provided in my bill, will assure that 
the social security program will continue 
to provide benefits that are reasonably 

related to the standards of living of the 
working population as a whole. 

My bill includes still another provision 
that will have a significant effect on the 
amount of benefits payable. Under the 
present program a worker's retirement 
benefit is based on his average monthly 
earnings over a period of years measured 
up to the year he reaches age 65, if a 
man, and up to age 62, if a . woman. 
Shortening by 3 years the period over 
which a man's average monthly earnings 
are figured, thereby making it the same 
as for women, will have a significant ef
fect on the amount of the benefits pay-. 
able to male earners and their families. 
For example, a man whose earnings were 
first covered in 1956, who had maximum 
creditable earnings in each year from 
then through 1966, and who attains age 
62 and applies for reduced benefits in 
January 1967 would have his average 
monthly earnings computed over 14 
years; his average monthly earnings-
including 3 years of no earnings--would 
be $314 and his reduced old-age benefit, 
according to the benefit table in present 
law would be $92.50; if all that my bill 
pro~ided was an average 50 percent in
crease his benefit would be increased to 
$146.60. Under my bill, his benefits will 
be computed over his 11 best years; his 
average monthly earnings will be $400 
and his reduced old-age benefit, after 
taking account of the 50 percent in
crease, will be $168.70. 

My bill also will provide important 
and urgently needed improvements in 
the protection afforded disabled people 
under the social security program. A 
major improvement in the protection of . 
the disabled that will be made by my bill 
is the extension of health insurance pro
tection under social security to people 
who are getting disability benefits. Peo
ple who suffer severe disability are ex
posed to the same sharp drop in income 
and at least as great an increase in the 
cost of health care as retired workers, 
and the disabled worker may be less well 
prepared for the financial shock than is 
the retired worker. In addition, he often 
has great difficulty in getting health in
surance coverage-perhaps even more 
difficulty than the aged person has. Thus 
the considerations that prompted us to 
provide health insurance for the aged 
under social security last year apply with 
equal force to the disabled. 

The other improvements in the social 
security protection for the disabled which 
my bill will meet have to do with the 
conditions for payment of disability ben
efits. 

Under present law, the older worker 
who incurs a physical handicap that 
prevents him from continuing in his 
usual occupation must, unless he is blind, 
be denied social security benefits, unless 
he is disabled to the extent that he can
not perform any substantial gainful 
work. My bill will fill this serious gap 
in the disability protection of many older 
workers by extending to all disabled 
workers age 60 through 64 a modi
fied definition of disability similar 
to the definition that is now ap-
plicable to older blind workers. Benefits 
will be payable under this provision to· 
older workers aged 60 through 64 who are 

unable because of their disabilities to 
perform wor_k requiring skills and abili
ties comparable to those required in 
their previous usual occupations, but no 
benefits will be paid for any month in 
which an older worker meeting this 
special definition actually performs sub
stantial gainful work. 

My bill will also extend to ~ll young 
workers who become totally disabled the 
same protection that is available under 
present law only to young workers who 
are disabled by blindness. Under present 
law, a disabled worker must, unless he 
is blind, have about 5 years of covered 
work during the 10-year period before he 
becomes disabled. This requirement is 
difficult, if not impossible, to meet if the 
worker has been in the labor force for 
a relatively short time. Under my bill, 
a worker who becomes totally disabled 
before age 31 will, regardless of the na
ture of his disability, be insured for disa
bility benefits if he has covered work in 
half the period elapsing after age 21 and 
up to the time of his disability, with a 
minimum of about 1 ¥2 years of covered 
work. 

My bill will also provide benefits for 
totally disabled widows, in cases where 
the widow became disabled before her 
husband's death or, in the case of a young 
widow, before her entitlement to benefits 
on the basis of having a child in her care 
ends, or within 7 years after either of 
these events. This is a period during 
which the widow may not have had suffi
cient opportunity to work so that she 
could become insured for disability pro
tection on the basis of her own earnings. 
And, I want to point out that since these 
widows would be paid disability benefits, 
they would qualify for health insurance 
protection under the provision in the bill 
for extending health insurance protec
tion to all people getting disability bene
fits. I think that disabled widows need 
to have this protection. 

Finally, my bill will fill serious gaps in 
the survivor, disability, and retirement 
protection of large numbers of Federal 
employees and their families. In the 
many cases where workers have Federal 
service under the civil service or foreign 
service retirement systems but are not 
protected under one of those systems at 
the time they retire, become disabled, or 
die, my bill will provide social security 
protection by transferring credit for Fed
eral employment to social security. The 
transfer-of-credit provisions in my bill 
are similar to a recommendation of the 
1965 Advisory Council on Social Security, 
to a plan which was supported in a 1965 
joint report of the Social Security Ad
ministration and the Civil Service Com
mission to the House Committee on Ways 
and Means, and to one of the recom
mendations of the President's Cabinet 
Committee on Federal staff retirement 
systems. It is a less expensive approach 
than one involving direct social security 
coverage because, unlike a coverage plan, 
which would generally involve payment 
of benefits under both social security and 
the staff retirement system, it will not 
go beyond the objective of filling gaps 
in protection. Also, the transfer-of
credits approach requires no reduction of 
benefit amounts payable under the staff-
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retirement systems, and thus ·avoids an 
important objection that has been raised 
by organizations of Federal employee~ 
against coverage under social security. 

To finance these major improvements 
in the social security program, I am pro
posing, in addition to the 2-step increase 

security rolls and improves the benefit 
protection for those who will come on the 
rolls in the future, and provision is made 
for adequate financing of all of these 
improvements. 

in the contribution and benefit base to POCKETS OF POVERTY WITHIN OUR 
$15,000, a provision for a payment from LARGE CITIES DEMAND EMER-
the general revenues of the Treasury to GENCY ACTION 
the social security trust funds and some The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
adjustment in the contribution rates for of the House, the gentleman from Ohio 
the program. [Mr. FEIGHAN] is recognized for 5 min-

The payment from general revenues, utes. 
which will begin at one-half of 1 per- Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, today I 
cent of taxable earnings in 1967 and in- introduced H.R. 16252, a bill to amend 
crease gradually thereafter, unt!! it the Public Works and Economic Devel
reaches 5 percent of taxable payrolls is, Ol'ment Act of 1963. The purpose of my 
I believe, a most important and most bill is to remove the arbitrary distinction 
necessary step. Under the present between needy cities and needy areas, or 
method of fimincin? social security, pockets of poverty within our cities. 
people who start workmg today _are going My own city of Cleveland provides a 
to pay more than they otherwise would case in point for the need of such an 
have to in order to make up ~or the f~ct - amendment. Of the estimated 10 mil
that in the early year~ of social secunty lion people who inhabit the poverty areas 
full benefits were P~Id to people who in 34 major cities in the United States, 
worked only a short tm~e under the ?ro- 234,000 reside in Cleveland. Many of 
~ram and who contnbuted_ relatively the people living in these pockets of pov
httle toward the c?st of their benefits. erty are in the lowest income brackets, 
Only about two-thir~s o_f the e~plo~er lack the education and skills needed to 
and employee contnbut10ns pa~d with qualify for gainful employment in to
respect to young workers enterm~ the day's highly competitive labor market. 
labor force now and in the future Will be Others, while employed, lack either the 
used fo.r ben~fits f?r those workers; ~he education or technical training to im
remammg thir~ Will go toward meetmg prove their economic conditions. The 
the cost of paymg reasonably adequate poor of our large cities are at a particu
benefits in the early years of social lar disadvantage in their quest for a de
security. cent life. Our large cities are beset with 

Under my bill, the payment from gen- a multitude of human problems while 
eral revenues will be graded in so that the local sources of public revenues to 
eventually the general funds will bear meet those problems are inadequate. In 
about a third of the cost of the pro- these circumstances the Federal Govern
gram-the cost of establishing, in the ment must act. 
early years of social security, a reason- The Public Works and Economic De
ably adequate program for those who velopment Act of 1965 provides for as
were at that time already approaching sistance to cities in severe economic dis
retirement. The whole of our population tress. It does not provide for neighbor
has benefited, directly or indirectly, from hoods or areas within cities which are in 
the fact that social security did pay full- severe economic distress. The result is 
rate benefits to those who were already that the great urban slums, where such 
nearing retirement when the program assistance is most desperately needed, 
began or when their jobs were first cov- present conditions which call for imme
ered by social security. And it is time, diate remedy. 
I believe, that we recognize the obligation My bill is consistent with the basic in
of the Nation as a whole to help finance tent of the law. It will make the pockets 
these benefits. It is therefore most ap- of poverty within our large cities eligible 
propriate to introduce into our social for Federal assistance. 
security system a provision for meeting Mr. Speaker, the Council of the City 
a substantial part of the cost of the pro- of Cleveland adopted an emergency res
gram from the general revenues of the olution calling upon Congress to take 
Treasury. action to meet this problem. I include 

Under my bill, it will be possible to in my remarks a copy of the resolution: 
make a very small downward adjustment REsoLUTION No. 1511-66 
in the contribution rates for hospital in- (By Mayor Locher and Messrs. Armstrong, 
surance program and still keep that pro- Banko Bell Bilinski, Blaha, Brooks, Carr, 
gram on a sound financial basis. My carter: Cimperman, Dacek, Duggan, Forbes, 
bill provides for this downward adjust- Garofoli, Gilliam, Harmody, Leo Jackson, 
ment. On the other hand, the tax rates Morris Jackson, Katalinas, Kellogg, Kru-
to finance the cash benefits part of the czyk, Latkovic, Matt, Mrs. McCaffery, 
social security program for employees Messrs. Pilch, Russell, Sanislo, Sinkiewicz, 
and employers will rise from the ultimate ~~~!h, Stanton, Stringer, Turk, White, 
{.85 rate now scheduled in the law to 5 ) 
percent each beginning 1968. No change An emergency resolution memorializing the 
· ' . . Congress of the United States to amend 
IS needed, and none IS made, In the rates the Economic Development Administra-
paid by self -employed people under the tlon Act to provide assistance to areas of 
cash benefits part of the program. poverty within central cities 

My bill thus provides important and Whereas, it has been clearly established 
urgently needed benefit improvements that although employment may be high in 
for the 21 million people now on the social a metropolitan area as a whole, persistent 

pockets of poverty exist at the same time 
within the central cities of this Nation; and 

Whereas, the population of these poverty 
areas in thirty-four major cities totals nearly 
ten million, of which 234,000 are in the City 
of Cleveland; and 

Whereas, technological change and the 
movement of industry out of the central 
cities has greatly diminished job availability 
in these areas; and 

Whereas, the people living in these pockets 
of poverty are in the lowest income bracket 
and lack the education and skills needed to 
qualify for gainful employment in today's 
labor market; and 

Whereas, this lack of economic opportu
nity and the resultant undesirable living 
conditions are causes of severe social unrest; 
and . 

Whereas, the economic stability of the en
tire area requires that these pockets of pov
erty be eliminated and that it is in the 
interest of the United States that meaning
ful employment be found for this poverty 
stricken segment of our society; and 

Whereas, it is clear that massive measures 
requiring Federal assistance must be taken 
if these areas of poverty are to be elimi • 
nated; and 

Whereas, this resolution constitutes an 
emergency measure providing for the usual 
daily operation of a municipal department; 
now, therefore, 

Be it resolved by the Council of the City 
of Cleveland: 

Section 1. That the Congress of the United 
States be and it hereby is memorialized to 
amend the Area Redevelopment Act to pro
vide assistance from the Economic Develop
ment Administration Act in areas where it is 
determined that low family income due to 
persistent high unemployment cause pockets 
of poverty within the central cities. 

Section 2. That such legislation should in
clude provisions for both loans and grants 
to increase jobs and also to increase job po
tential for the citizens in these areas of 
poverty. ' 

Section 3. That the Clerk of Council be 
and she hereby is directed to transmit a copy 
of this resolution to Senators FRANK J. 
l..AUSCHE and STEPHEN M. YOUNG and Repre
sentatives MICHAEL A. FEIGHAN, CHARLES A. 
VANIK, FRANCES P. BOLTON, WILLIAM E. MIN• 
SHALL, and ROBERT E. SWEENEY. 

Section 4. That this resolution is ~eby 
declared to be an emergency measure and, 
provided it t:eceives the amrmative vote of 
two-thirds of all the members elected to 
Council, it shall take effect and be in force 
immediately upon its adoption and approval 
by the Mayor; otherwise it shall take effect 
and be in force from and after the earliest 
period allowed by law. 

Adopted June 20, 1966 
JAMES V. STANTON, 

President of Council. 
MERCEDES CoTNER, 

Clerk of Council. 
Approved by Mayor RalphS. Locher, June 

23, 1966. 
Effective June 23, 1966 
I, Mercedes Cotner, Clerk of Council of 

the City of Cleveland, do hereby certify that 
the foregoing is a true and correct copy of 
Resolution No. 1511-66, adopted by the Coun
cil of the City of Cleveland, June 20, 1966. 

Witness my hand and seal at Cleveland, 
Ohio, this First day of July, 1966. 

MERCEDES COTNER, 
Clerk of Council of the City of Cleveland. 

FINANCIAL POSITION REVEALED 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. LONG] may extend 
his remarks at this point 1n the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich
igan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, 

because I feel that officials occupying 
posts of trust and candidates for these 
posts should reveal their financial posi
tions, I hereby make public my assets, 
liabilities, and income. 

My investments consist of a 112-acre 
farm with two houses in Maryland, west 
of Aberdeen, which I acquired in 1965 for 
$118,000, and the purchase of which I 
announced at that time; my home in 
Ruxton, worth about $45,000, which I 
have owned for 20 years; eight shares o-f 
mM stock worth about $2,800; paid-up 
annuities worth $32,345.79, accumulated 
during a 25-year tenure as a professor; 
and $6,736.83 credit in my congressional 
retirement plan. 

My liabilities are an $80,000 mortgage 
on the fann and a $25,500 mortgage on 
my home. 

In 1965, my personal income was $29,-
463.67 and $360 from articles and 
speeches. The gross rental income from 
my farm during 7 months of ownership 
in 1965 was $2,445. 

Mr. Speaker, if I buy or sell any sub
stantial item of property in the future, 
I shall follow the policy of announcing 
the transaction immediately. 

VIETNAM: THE CONSTRUCTION 
WAR 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MULTER] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
REcoRD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich
igan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, with all 

of the news of the war in Vietnam we 
rarely hear of the constructive actions 
being taken by Aniericans in that coun
try. It is a pleasure., therefore, to 
commend to the attention of our col
leagues the June 1966 edition of a publi
cation called Construction Equipment 
and Materials. 

This edition is devoted to the story of 
the building of harbors, airfields and 
other modern facilities which, when we 
leave, will be permanent assets for the 
Vietnamese people. 

The people of the construction indus
try are to be commended for their brav
ery and patriotism in conducting "The 
Construction War" under the most dif
ficult conditions of warfare. 

The article follows: 
VIETNAM.: THE CONSTRUCTION WAR 

(The war in Vietnam is like the closed
canopy jungle which covers this land. From 
afar, you see a profusion of greenery, but not 
the trunks and limbs that support it. So 
too, newspapers and TV dramatically portray 
the role of the jet bomber and the helicopter.. 
But they neglect the building of new harbors, 
airfields, cantonments, and POL !acllitles-
which are the backbone of the u.s. military. 
To obtain for CEM :readers a definite blue
print o! the role of construction in this con
flict, we visited many military bases, photo-

graphed. scores o! construction projects, and 
interviewed admirals, ca.tskinners, and proj
ect managers. The salient facts are these: 
The United States armed forces are the most 
powerful, technologically advanced combat 
units in the world. But the dispersion o! 
enemy forces, adverse terrain and climate, 
and total lack of modern facilities makes 
Vietnam a poor place in which to wage a 
mechanized war. Therefore, the U.S. must 
first build the elements vital to modern war
fare. We must reconstruct the envirorunent, 
so that we can. assist the Republic of Viet
nam in winning its battle against the terror
ist activities of Viet Cong. It is within this 
frame of :reference, that we describe for you 
"The Construction War" .-MIKE SPRONCK, 
publisher.) 
WHAT YOU NEED TO RUN A $1-MILLION-A-DAY 

JOB 

Putting a private contractor to work in a 
war zone is unique. So are the size and 
scope o! construction in Vietnam. Contracts 
cover dredging, pile driving, excavating and 
grading, paving, erection of thousands of 
buildings, pipelining-you name it-on hun
dreds of projects at some 40 different loca
tions. 

The volume of the work is enormous. 
Current plans call for completion of over 
$1 million worth o! work every day! 

The problems of logistics are tremendous. 
In Vietnam you start with nothing, so you 
ship in everything: Like 100,000,000 board 
feet of lumber from U.S. West Coast mills; 
some 10,000 prefab buildings (most from mo
bilization reserve stock in the U.S.); about 
50,000 tons of cement a month from Taiwan. 

WORK ESCALATES WITH WAR 

Construction in South Vietnam started 
out rather placidly. In 1962, Raymond In
ternational and Morrison-Knudsen accepted 
a cost-plus-fixed-fee contract for some air
field work under our military assistance pro
gram. The total program was about 
$15,000,000. 

In fiscal '63 and '64 there were modest in
creases. Then, as the war escalated, con
struction did, too. By the spring of '65 the 
contract volume had grown to $100,000,000. 
Cru:rent funding is over $400,000,000. And 
RMK became RMK-BRJ as Brown and Root 
and J. A. Jones Construction Co. were 
brought into the joint venture. 

Of course, this meant a complete reevalu
ation of the program through '65 to acceler
ate the rate of work in place. The $1.7 mil
lion WIP per month in December 1964 was 
now unsatisfactory. The contracting au
thority (U.S. Navy Bureau of Yards and 
Docks for all military construction in the 
Pacific Theater) decided to step up the 
pace to a $4.5 million WIP per month by 
July 1965. But by May '65 BuDocks realized 
that they needed $7.5 million WIP per month 
by September. And so it kept rocketing up: 
in July '65, $13 mi1lion for December; in 
August, $25 million for March '66; and in 
December '65, a $40 million rate for work-in
place per month to be achieved by October 
'66. 

To reach this goal, RMK-BRJ and Bu
Docks would have to crank out a mammoth 
work force. 

TRAIN VIETNAMES:& ON JOB 

The manpower target is 67,000. Of these, 
there will be 4,500 U.S. personnel (mostly 
supers and foremen), 7.,500 third country 
nationals (most. from the Philippines and 
Korea), and 55,000 Vietnamese. 

By early spring, the contractor had more 
than half of his requirement on the payroll. 
And it looks like he'll have no trouble get
ting the rest. 

Despite the dangers inherent in the Viet
nam operations (attacks by V.C., tropical dis
eases, unskilled equipment operators), very 
few men have resigned. 

WORKERS CHICKEN OUT, VOTED TO NO. 10 HALL 
OF FAME 

Construction crews are a tough breed. You 
don't hang on the side of a cliff socking a 
jackhammer into a rock outcrop unless 
you've got a lot of guts. And it takes al
most as much muscle and nerve to boss a 
gang of 'em. 

If the construction stiffs in Vietnam are 
any exception, it's that they are tougher 
than most. 

Dodgin g some green Vietnamese operat or 
who's having trouble downshifting a 10-
speed transmission is just one of the ha.zards. 
There's also the annoyance of tropical mon
soons ( 11 inches of rain in one da.y) , a 
variety of bizarre diseases (like the plague), 
and an occasional V.C. sniper popping up out 
of his spider hole. But over 2000 American 
construction men are sticking it out, giving 
our Grs the construction backbone they 
need to win the war. 

The few that quit usually give home
town reporters exaggerated descriptions of 
the dangers. Like the one who complained 
in his local newspaper of "fear and filth." 
He claimed he and his roommate stood alter
nate guard in their room at night. (Kind 
o! foolish within a fortified camp of 20,000 
U.S. soldiers). He couldn't seem to get 
used to the lizards (the 4-ineh kind that 
eat insects) that were all over the place, 
either. 

RMK-BRJ voted him charter member of 
their newly formed "No. 10 Hall of Fame." 
(The Vietnamese · kudo for everyone they 
like is No.1). 

A fundamental part of the personnel pro
gram is training. For all practical purposes 
the Vietnamese have no technical commu
nity-equipment operators, truck drivers, 
survey crews, draftsmen, and the like. There 
is even an extreme shortage of competent 
carpenters, bricklayers, pipefitters, etc. So 
the contractor is directing a technical train
ing program-with dual benefits. The Viet
namese learn fast and soon become proficient 
at simple skills--carpentry, masonry, cement 
finishing-and adequate for the immediate 
needs in equipment operations. OVer a pe
riod of time this training and experience will 
help South Vietnam achieve industrial capa
bility. 

MILLION-DOLLAR SPREAD 

The huge volume of work and tight time 
schedules call for maximum mechanization. 
To get it, the contractor will use over $100 
million worth of American-made construc
tion machinery. About $40 million is cur
rent~y at work; and $67 million is already on 
order. One Navy officer quipped: "This is the 
world 's largest job being performed with 
equipment on order." 

At the beginning of the construction 
build-up it was easy to draw rigs from mo
bilization reserves. Now the timelag is five 
to eight months-even with priorities. 

If you're :finding it hard to get the equip
ment you want-when you want it-the rea
son is obvious. We've got a booming civilian 
economy. On top of that. we need over $100,-
000,000 worth of equipment for military con
struction in Vietnam. The drastically ab
breviated roster that follows gives a · fairly 
good idea of what that involves: 142 motor
ized scrapers; 306 crawler tractors; 56 wheel 
tractors; 12 soil stabilizers; 117 motor grad
ers; 158 air compressors; 11 asphalt plants; 9 
concrete plants; 125 power shovels; 14 
dredges; 550 dump trucks; 14 pUe driver
hammers; 30 asphalt pavers; 118 transit-mix 
trucks. 

PARTS WEAR FAST 

Parts purchase and distribution to the 
sites that need them are a serious problem. 

Wear rates on machinery are ravenous in 
Vietnam. RMK-BRJ equipment specialists 
face: green operators; weather that alter
nates between 11-in. per day tropical down-



July 14, 1966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE - 15785 
pours and 110-deg dry spells; fine sand and 
dust everywhere; a high-gear 20-hr-per-day 
7-days-per-week schedule. 

As a result, tracks last less than 1000 hr on 
many jobs. Radiator cores at Cam Ranh 
last 250 hr. They are then pulled off, re
paired, and turned around once. But at the 
end of 500 hr they are completely "sand
blasted" out. Brake seals during the mon
soon season require replacement as often as 
every other day. 

To meet the need for a greater-than-nor
mal supply of repair parts, the contractor 
orders extras right with his new machine 
purchases. Another complication arises 
when stevedores on the West Coast fail to 
send along bills of lading with parts ship
ments. Sorting $150,000 worth of parts on 
the wharves of Saigon proves an added bur
den for busy equipment specialists. 

CONTRACTOR TAPS WORLD MARKET 

The construction programs in Vietnam de
mands vast quantities of materials-$12¥:! 
million worth each month. 

A major need is cement. (Vietnam has 
only a few mills and these are heavily over
taxed meeting the needs of the local econ
omy. As a result, the local price has inflated 
400 % in just a few months.) Current ship
ments, boUght by low bid from Taiwan, are 
running 50,000 metric tons per month. Price 
is below West Coast figures; with further 
saving in shipping cost. 

For timber, U.S. lumber mills quoted prices . 
below those of Asian firms, including the 
Philippines. Right now RMK-BRJ has 
over 100 million bd-ft on order. 

The need for structural steel is limited; 
mostly pre-engineered buildings. Reinforced 
steel, sheet piles, and other steel items have 
been bought in the Asian market--mainly 
Japan, Taiwan, and Hong Kong. 

VC CLOSES RAIL AND ROADS 

Distributing the equipment and materials 
in-country is as difficult a problem as get
ting it there. 

There is only one major port--Saigon. 
(Cam Ranh and DaNang are now being de
veloped a ::: secondary ports.) There is no 
overland transportation. Most roads are in
adequate for U.S.-size loads. The V.C. can 
ambush any convoy. The single railroad is 
already interdicted at some 80 points. Re
sult: a logistical logjam. All shipping must 
be by air (expensive) or by water (slow). 

But despite the obstacles, a dedicated 
group of men-military and civilian-are 
getting the job done. More than this, they 
are performing remarkably well. With few 
exceptions; the hundreds of projects that 
springboard our military effort are on or 
ahead of schedule. 
HOW TO CONTROL A .CONTRACT THAT HAS NO 

BLUEPRINT-SO YOU THINK YOU HAVE PROB• 
LEMS 

There isn't a contractor who has had 
more than one job, who hasn't asked him
self how he ever got into his crazy business. 

It takes guts, imagination, and money. The 
work is hard, the days are long, and the 
profit low. And if you read the failure rec
orc!s, you know it's as easy to get out of as in. 

But next time you (or your men) feel the 
going getting tough, read over this descrip
tion of the RMK-BRJ project in Vietnam. 

Total volume: nearly $¥:! billion. 
Rate of completion required: over $1 mil

lion a day. 
Design: half have blueprints and specs-

which naturally change with the scope and 
direction of the war-and the remainder is 
"eyeballed" in under oral directions of the 
resident engineers for the military com-
manders. · 

Location: forty or more separate sites, all 
10,000 mi from home. 

Transportation: no usable roads or rail 
lines between headquarters and the projects. 

Weather: tr<5pical heat all year long, with 
monsoon rains balf the time. 

Terrain: swampy river deltas i:n the South, 
barren sand-dune wastelands along the coast, 
10,000-ft mountains in the North, and trop
ical jungles in between. 

Special problems: sniper and mortar fire 
by V.C. terrorists. 

Put any yardstick you want on the con
tract construction in Vietnam. You'll agree 
it's the biggest, most difficult project ever 
undertaken by private contractors. 

The joint venture of Raymond Interna
tional and Morrison-Knudsen easily met the 
$3-to-$5-million-a-year demands of MAC-V 
(Military Assistance Command-Vietnam) in 
the early 1960's. 

But by 1965 the job was too big ($500 mil
lion a year) , even for these giants, so they 
added the capabilities of Brown & Root and 
J. A. Jones, a pair of equally famous inter-

-national contractors. As Project Manager 
Bert.Perkins explains it, "We needed tremen
dous resources in proven management capa
bility to undertake a project of this scope 
in the short time span required." 

To extend its organizational skills even 
further, RMK-BRJ is sub<:ontracting some 
20 items of work. 

DOUBLE KEY-MAN OUTPUT 

The main difficulty in undertaking a proj
ect so urgent is that you must move ahead 
without blueprints. 

This is where experience pays. The Viet
nam Builders, as the joint-venturers call 
themselves, have it. Most of their super
visors have a generation's job know-how .to 
draw on. 

Bert Perkins has developed a novel way to 
multiply the ·output of his key men. 

"Stole the idea from the Navy," he says. 
"Works like this. Each key man has a smart 
young engineering aide. (The Navy calls 'em 
Blue Darts.) I have a couple of them and 
a Special Assistant with no fixed assignment. 
This gives all top managers an extra set of 
eyes and hands and feet . The aide goes with 
the key man all the time, g~ts to know the 
jobs, the background, how the boss thinks, 
and what he's interested in. When some
thing comes along where the boss can't be 
two places at once, the aide goes instead." 

Even so, most of the RMK-BRJ top men 
work 12 to 15 hr a day, 7 days a week. Bert 
himself spends five days in the field, trouble
shooting problems on his 40 or so projects. 

EVERYONE NEEDS EVERYTHING NOW 

Adding to the management problems is the 
fact that there are many "customers" for the 
contractor's services. This is a military pro
gram in a war zone. Vietnam Builders are 
at the disposal of scores of "customers." 
Each corps and base commander, each 
branch of service, both U.S. and Vietnamese, 
has separate and immediate needs. (And 
these change-with the fortunes of war and 
shifts in military strategy.) 

It's the job of RMK-BRJ management to 
see that all these needs- are met--and 
through proper channels. 

This creates the second major problem: 
time. Between the request for construction 
by a specific CO and the actual crank up of 
project forces must come the approval, clear
ance, and OK for funding by a host of mili
tary staffs and committees. (And occasion
ally congressional approval.) 

Of course, the CO always needs the facili
ties "yesterday." Since the time-lag due to 
distance is six months, Bert Perkins and his 
staff often have to use some top-level 
diplomacy in explaining why they can't go 
right to work or meet everyone's needs. 

MANAGEMENT THINKS AHEAD 

To counter the adverse affects of shipping 
delay, the Viet Builders management staff 
has improvised a system of "advance think
ing." It works like this. 

A CO at one of the military bases tells 
OICC (Officer in Charge of Construction, U.S. 
Navy BuDocks, the military contracting au
thority for all of Vietnam) that he needs a 
particular facility. While the request is 
flowing through normal military and civilian 
channels, OICC talks to RMK-BRJ. They sit 
down right there and then and mentally 
build the project. Materials, equipment, 
labor, shipping time, cost. They develop 
rough layouts; get U.S.-based procurement 
officers busy on searching sources, availabil
ity, price. Like master chess players, they 
are thinking six, .ten, twenty moves ahead. 

This reduces the reaction time consider
ably. When Viet Builders get the official OK, 
its staff can pick up phones, assign job num
bers, and go. (Of course, they just tear up 
the work sheets on the 3 out of 5 jobs that are 
finally authorized.) · 

Bert Perkins compliments U.S. suppliers. 
"They've leaned over backwards for us. 
They know the job we've got to do here, so 
they help. Even though we don't have 
priorities as such, they rush our stuff. It 
keeps the time span to six months-other
Wise it would be years." 

Some kudos are also due the contractors. 
The job syphons off their top management, 
men they could use in the booming U.S. 
economy to make profits they'll never earn 
on a complex, overseas operation like this. 
M-K president Jack Bonny, though, con
siders Vietnam a moral commitment. 

WHERE TO GET MANAGERS FOR TOMORROW'S 
JOBS 

Contractors are constantly searching for 
good managers-men to run their jobs and 
to help run their business. Yesterday, they 
got them from the crafts. Today, they draw 
them from engineering schools. Tomor
row's manager may be pulled from the ranks 
of professional business-school graduates. 
(Naturally, all are green to start and need 
on-the-job development.) 

Bert Perkins, Project Manager for Vietnam 
Builders, shows the quality man you can get 
when you reach out into new fields for ex
ecutive development. His college specialty 
was time-and-motion studies and manage
ment methods. After he had selected con
struction as a career, he picked up his civil 
engineering at night school and from cor
respondence courses. Like most of today's 
construction bosses, Perkins worked up 
through the ranks: timekeeper, expediter, 
equipment operator, foreman, superintend
ent. 

"Contractors are learning to value scien
tific management methods," Bert declares. 
"Contractors today use PERT, computers, 
and enlightened personnel practices. They 
draw ideas from the many industries they 
serve: petroleum, chemistry, railroading, 
metalworking. 

"The managers of tomorrow get their field 
experience on the job during the day; we 
expect them to do their home work at night 
reading articles or studying the administra
tion of a business. 

"No manager is going to be successful 
without both-job-site know-how and mod
ern business administration." 

WHY ONE CONTRACTOR? 

Laymen often ask why the U.S. government 
doesn't put a hundred contractors on the 
Vietnam work. They don't understand the 
absolute need for tight, coordinated construc
tion control. 

The problem in Vietnam is one of logistics. 
There's a critical shortage of equipment, ma
terials, transportation and communications. 

More contractors would only increase the 
pressure on supply sources (not increase the 
number of machines or pounds of nails) • 
And prices would be bound to rise. Nor 
would more contractors increase the avail
able shipping tonnage--or dock space. And 
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dozens of contractors would only complicate 
the problem of establishing and using radio 
networks and air lines. 

Of course, the Vietnam Builders draw on 
the professional services of other American 
contractors, as key men are released from 
current jobs. RMK-BRJ provides some two
thirds of the management and supervisory 
staffs from its own personnel (many finishing 
up contracts in the States) and expands from 
this core. 

Since there is no national phone system 
the contractor has had to establish a radio 
network. (Even Saigon is served by eight 
separate phone companies. "It's easier and 
quicker to drive across town," says Lt. Pick
art, OICC Project Coordinator.) 

Cable communications to the U.S. is almost 
as bad. So, routinely, a key man will hop in 
a plane to Manila or Tokyo and phone in a 
pocketful of messages, instructions, and re
quests~ 

RMK-BRJ also has its own air transport 
network, under a lease ar:r:angement with 
Continental Airlines and Air Viet-Nam. 
They have a fleet of four Dc-3s, three Dor
nlers, and eight Beech Barons with more 
planes to come .. 

A WAY OF LIFE 

Mr. CEM asked Bert Perkins about the in
centives for supers and foremen on over
seas jobs like this. "Not much," Bert re
plied~ "The pay rate is the same for many 
top jobs like mine. The main financial break 
Is that up to $20,000 is tax free. 

"There is just a certain breed of men 
geared to overseas work. They know it, and 
they like it. It's a way of life for them. 

"Of course, some men figure it's a chance 
to move up. Maybe a good equipment oper
ator gets to be a grading foreman, or a skilled 
carpenter gets a crack at forming super." 

SUCCESS IS HARD WORK 

The ability of the Vietnam Builders to suc
cessfully direct and control a project of this 
scope Is based on not one, but many things. 
Long days and hard work, for sure. But also 
scientific management. They've built a 
transportation net and communications sys
tem from scratch. They preplan every job-
including proposals. They have a computer
ized PERT system for management control in 
effect. 

As a result, the U.S. Armed Forces will get 
the launch pad they need to fight and win a 
mechanized war as fast as it can be bullt. 

VIET CREWS BUll.D HARDSTANDS 

One of the oldest quarries in Vietnam
and about the busiest (two 11-hr shifts, 7 
days a week) -is at Bien Hoa. A battery of 
new wagon drllls and compressors sinks holes 
on a 5x5-grid 22-ft deep. The nearby crush
ing set-up converts shot basaltic rock to four 
finished sizes (1¥2, %. No. 4, and fines) at 
about 300-tph rate. The trio of 15-kw gener
ators provide power for belts and lights. AU
Vietnamese crew turns out good looking con
crete hardstand at Bien Hoa Airfield, using a 
34--E paver and three-roll power screed. Don't 
worry about .that big labor force. Pay is 25 
plasters (18 cents) per hour. Built-up 14-in. 
forms move by fork lift. The four-compart
ment dry-batch trucks get agg and cement 
from drive-thru hatchers near the crushing 
plant. 
TERRAIN AND TACTICS DICTATE NEW METHODS 

The kind of war you wage determines your 
construction requirements. That Is why 
construction in Vietnam is unlike that of 
World War II or the Korean War. 

There are sharp distinctions. There's no 
blackout of military sites at night. Quite 
the contrary. you brightly light the perim
eter and much of the camp to prevent in
fiJtration. You don't disperse your facilities, 
you concentrate .them. (The problem Is not 
aerial or artillery attack, it's the dollar cost 
of buying land in an allied country.) 

Even latrine construction has changed. 
With concentrations of men in camp areas . 
and up to 10 ln. of monsoon rain ln a single 
day, you don't dig a big hole in the ground 
and set some prairie· schooners over it. You 
use above-ground 55-gal steel drums as re
movable containers and burn the waste out
side the camp. 

The Vietnam conflict is unique in another 
way. Private U.S. contractors are doing most 
of the military construction. 

When you are fighting a war, nobody 
wastes a lot of time keeping track of who 
does what. So it is a little ditlicult to sort 
out the exact roles of the various construc
tion forces in Vietnam. 

CEM estimates that the private contractor 
is doing about 60% of the work. Military 
construction battalions-Corps of Engineers, 
Seabees, and the new Air Force Prime Beef 
and Red Horses teams--are doing the rest. 

On some jobs, nearly everybody pitches in. 
Like the POL depot at Phan Rang. The Navy 
supplied all materials for the foundations
forming lumber, rebars, and the concrete. 
The Air Force shipped in the plates for the 
steel tanks and all hardware for assembly. 
Army work forces constructed the foundation 
and erected the tanks. 

Usually, the who does what depends on the 
hazards and the urgency involved. Military 
forces take on the dangerous and immediate 
tasks. Or as one GI expressed it: "the quick 
and the dirty." The contractor Is given re
sponsibility for the bigger tasks and those of 
a more permanent nature (like building a 
permanent wharf for ocean-going ships). 

Corps of Engineers troops in Vietnam num
ber some 10,000 men. They perform a wide 
variety ·of tasks: Small but important jobs, 
like filling in bomb craters on roads; big 
jobs, like installing the twin prefabricated 
DeLong piers at Cam Ranh Bay. 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS CREATES GI LIFELINE 

To provide combat support: U.S. frontline 
forces need roads and bridges built, cleared, 
or repaired. The Army, Air Force, and Ma
rines need helipads and runways. There's 
demolition work to be done and fire-streams 
to be cleared around camps. 

To insure logistical support: Troops need a 
constant supply of ammunition, food and 
·petroleum products to keep fighting. It's the 
Corps job to restore or create the facilities 
for these--deep harbors, docks, airports, POL 
tanks, roads, warehouses, storage areas, mu
nition dumps and depots. 

To improve the environment: To increase 
the U.s. soldier's fighting etliciency and mo
rale, the Corps eliminates or reduces the haz
ards of climate, geography, and pests. This 
means building barracks, mess halls, hospi
tals, latrines; developing water supply (and 
maybe refrigeration) facilities; destroying 
breeding areas of mosquitos, rats, snakes, and 
other pests. · 

Now waging a war in an underdeveloped, 
rugged, tropical land, the U.S. Army places an 
even greater reliance upon the lifeline which 
the Corps provides for its combat forces. 

The Corps construction battalions must 
therefore have tremendous flexibility. The 
equipment roster of each is standardized to 
fit average situations: enough machines in 
as wide a variety as possible to permit all 
types o:f construction, but no one type of 
equipment in any great supply. 

This presents problems when special needs 
arise. Case in point: the tremendous de
mand for rock in Vietnam. Corps battalions 
had to put in an order for a dozen more 
crushers. 

Troopers experienced in World War II note · 
some other differences in construction pro
cedures. Military strategy in Vietnam calls 
for concentration of forces rather than 
dispersion: 

One soldier said: "It's kind of like the 
old Wild West days here. The 'Indians' are 

liable to come storming out of the hills at 
any time so you keep your wagons in tight." 

This simplifies some problems of construc
tion. The distribution system for water, 
power, telecommunications, etc. Is easier to 
install. Lines are shorter. 

But it aggravates other problems. Drain
age (o! monsoon downpours) is more ditlicult 
in a confined area. There's a greater than 
average demand for power, too. With tem
peratures running over 100 deg during the 
day, refrigerators require huge quantities of 
electric power. At night, extensive flood
lighting is required-for round-the-clock 
construction work and for perimeter security 
protection against sneak attack by the VC. 

An unusual aspect of the War in Vietnam 
is the large amount of c1vic work performed 
by U.S. servicemen during their o1f-duty 
hours. Corps of Engineers and Seabee 
troops, particularly, are helping Vietnamese 

·citizens in the construction of local public 
works. They build schools, repair and 
strengthen bridges, dig fresh water wells, re
pair electric generator sets, undertake a wide 
variety of tasks that help the Vietnamese 
upgrade and improve their public services. 

This work Is perhaps as vital to our win
ning the war, as are our military operations. 
Through the civic action programs the Viet
namese people see our sincere desire to assist 
them in creating a richer, better life. It is 
in sharp contrast to the terroristic and de
structive activities of the Viet Cong. 

The Vietnamese ·also recognize the eco
nomic value to their country o:f much 
U.S. military construction. An outstanding 
example is Cam Ranh Bay. The piers, docks, 
warehouses, roads, cantonments, POL facili
ties, and two airfields will constitute the 
finest, most modern air -and seaport in all of 
South Vietnam; perhaps the best in all of 
Southeast Asia. This is the legacy o:f the 
construction war. 

STABILIZING "THE WORLD'S LARGEST SAND 
TRAP" 

Bob Hope called Cam Ranh the world's 
largest sand trap. He's right. But that's 
only half of it. The sand is the world's 
worst for building: the particles are all fine, 
round, and of equal size. They flow and 
move like billions of ball bearings. But Cam 
Ranh is also site of the world's largest natu
ral harbor. So the U.S. Armed Forces se
lected it for one of our principal bases in 
Vietnam. On a s.trip o! beach facing the 
South China Sea the joint venture con
tractor is building revetments for an am
munition dump. In this first-stage con
struction, they build up the 12-ft-high walls 
with motorized scrapers, then shape and 
back slope them with a dozer. The sand 
must be thoroughly wet to hold even a 
shallow slope. Slopes are then sprayed with 
a MC No. 0 asphalt and the interior "floor" 
is given a 4-to-6-in. double bituminous sur
face treatment. (As you can see some of 
the blow sand has already moved in on the 
"finished" work.) Nearby, a big fleet of 24-
yd twin-engine pans are carving a deep cut 
through a 250-ft-high sand hill. (Heavily
laden ammo trucks need shallow grades: 
4 % max.). No mass diagrams or grade 
stakes here. RMK-BRJ excavating super 
just cuts, fills, wastes, and borrows, as sea
soned judgment tells him. 
SEABEES HARD-SURFACE SMALL BOAT LANDING 

Northernmost link in a chain of new 
harbors for South Vietnam is this one at 
Da Nang. Here Seabee forces are putting 
the finishing touches on a small boat land
ing. The twtn LST ramps, pair of double 
LCU / LCM ramps, and truck-loading bays 
between, are hard-surfaced by a double bi
tuminous paving. As the hydraulic dredge 
completes backfilling each sheet piled bay, 
trucks haul in %-minus top. stone. A grader 
levels the illt to about 6 ln. A crawler-
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drawn road mixer, borrowed from the 7th 
Marine Engineer Battalion, then· applies and 
mixes bituminous coating. After the · mixer 
makes a second (transverse) pass, a 35-ton 
rubber-tired roller finishes the surface. 

TRIM FORCES FOR FAST, SMALL-SCALE WORK 
The commanding officer or exec of a mill

tary construction battalion faces most of the 
problems of a contractor. He looks at the· 
Army, Navy, and Air Force as his customers. 
They set the specifications and, indirectly, 
pay for the men, machines, and materials 
he needs to do the Job. 

Of course, there's no profit involved. 
Nonetheless, the military officers are held ac
countable for their construction services. 
Because of the unusual nature of building in 
a war zone, money can't be the criterion of 
organization, efficiency, and economy; power 
usage is. 

Here;s how is works. Each project, or part 
of one, is assigned a certain number of man
days. For example: erecting a 40x100-ft. 
preengineered steel building, 550 man-days. 
This is based on careful record-keeping on 
scores of jobs, stateside and overseas. 

So an officer of a construction battalion re
cords the time his group takes. Say they 
complete the job in 475 man-days. Their 
efficiency rating would be 116 % ( 550 X 100 -7-
475) . If they required 600 man-days, it 
would be only 91 % 

These military construction managers also 
rate themselves on percentage of active labor 
or the number of men they actually have 
available for work. Unlike . most of their 
civilian counterparts, they must provide 
their own quarters, mess, transportation, 
materiel, etc. That's all overhead which, 
though vital, doesn't produce. 

. The job-site force of a typical Seabee bat
talion today, runs only 45 % of the total com
plement of officers and men. This is a big 
drop from the rating for MCB's during World 
War II. There are many reasons (some of 
which will probably be reviewed in light of 
our Vietnam experiences) why this is so. 

The basic problem is that Seabee forces 
were sharply cut back after WWII. This left 
a hard core designed only :for short-term, 
small-scale tasks. Current MCB comple
ment is about 400 men-half that of wwrr. 

The equipment allowance, too, is hal{ that 
of 25 years ag~230 machines compared with 
more than 500. · 

Besides, the young, eager, hardworking 
Seabee in today's conflict Just doesn't have 
the job know-how of the WWII pros. For 
the most part, those men were craftsmen, 
operators, and mechanics who traded a hard 
hat :for a helmet. They needed no on-the
job training. 

The picture is getting brighter, though. 
For one thing, BuDocks is increasing the 
number and size of Seabee battalions. To 
reach an active labor ratio of 65 to 70% 
considered desirable, battalion size will have 
to almost double, since "overhead" tends to 
be fixed. (From the standpoint of U.S. 
contractors, this will build up a pool of 
skilled labor, as was the case in WWII.) In 
addition, troop commanders can hire Viet
namese laborers for some work-which helps 
the local economy. 

Perhaps just as important, is the fact that 
the private U.S. joint venture can expand and 
contract work forces far more easily-and 
economically-to meet the requirements of 
the war. (Pay of a Vietnamese laborer is 
about 6000 piastres a month-$50 at the 
official rate of exchange-and, of course, he 
is completely self-supporting. By contrast, 
a Seabee gets a basic pay of $109 on the 
average, not including the direct costs of 
food, quarters, clothing, health and recrea
tive facilities etc.) 

Under these most adverse conditions then, 
we find a skillful blending of military and 
civilian forces to win the construction war. 

CONVEYOR AGG P~ANT FOR CONCRETE 
Seabees in Vietnam are living up to their 

tradition of being a can do organization. At 
Chu Lai, MCB~ needed a dry-batch con
crete plant. None wa.S available, so Seabees 
put two double-hopper aggregate batches to
gether to do the job. The one on the left 
conveys 1% -in. crushed stone and sand to a 
ready-mix truck. The one on the right adds 
cement. The saw-tooth knife edge tears 
open cement bags; the canvas cover prevents 
wind-blown losses. With one man using 
a clamshell to load sand and stone and four 
men feeding bagged cement, the plant turns 
out 120 yards a day. 

INSTANT BUILDING-GOOD AND NOT SO GOOD 
In a land that offers both torrential rains 

and choking dust storms "instant buildings" 
are a haven for parts storage and work crews. 
The single-wall nylon units go up fast. 
You spread the canopy over level ground, . 
erect the air lock, and turn on the blower. 
The only drawback: the lock limits vehicle 
entry. The double-wall structure-a 
series of sausage-shaped arches are laced 
together-is designed to be self-supporting. 
One problem: water leaks in. Others: col
umns at each end restrict entry; tie down 
stakes extend beyond the base; and a fan is 
still needed. But as one G.I. said: "It's bet
ter than working under a bush." 

PM MEANS PRIMITIVE MAINTENANCE 
"Over here you don't have the niceties you 

get used to in the States," said the Seabee 
equipment specialist, in what may be the 
understatement of the year. He's got one of 
the toughest maintenance jobs anywhere, 
keeping some 300 machines-everything 
from 1-yd power shovels to pickup trucks
working in defiance of conditions that would 
wear down many a stateside master me
chanic. 

In the first place, t;he fleet takes a constant 
pounding. It's running 20 hours a day, 7 
days a week (all work is on a crash sched
ule). Most of the operators are young and 

. inexperienced. Terrain and weather are ab
solutely rotten-hot, bone-dry dust half the 
year; heat, mud, and rain the other half. 
Sand chewing away at the metal an the 
time, rain seeping into seals at least half 
the time. 

It's no wonder that rigs are virtually driv
en into the ground; they don't get sidelined 
for repairs until they practically drop in 
their tracks. 

Repair facilities include one 30x75 ft. 
frame structure with a tin roof. That's the 
automotive repair "shop." Heavy rigs get 
parked outside a big circus-style tent. 

Don't dirt and water get into the machines 
when they're torn down? You bet; and you 
find them there still when the rigs are but
toned up. 

Then there's the problem of parts. Every 
equipment super faces slow delivery. Over 
here, though, the wait can be as long as 6 
months; so Seabee machinists make as many 
parts as they can. 

In the face of these problems, it's a tribute 
to American Gkill and ingenuity that equip
ment availability is as high as it has been. 
Right now, with 50 machines sidelined, avail
ability is running about 85 %. 

ENGINEER TROOPS LAY INSTANT RUNWAYS 
Air mobile warfare depends upon the abil

ity of an army to launch division size at
tacks by air and to support them by air. In 
ari underdeveloped. country you must first 
build the airfields. Corps of Engineer and 
Seabee) troops are doing just that-at amaz
ing speeds. The secret: AM-2 aluminum 
landing mats-a ~pace-age improvement 
over the pierced steel blanks of WW II vin
tage. 

Aluminum alloy sheets top and bottom 
are stiffened by a honeycomb of alumin1.1m 
foil between. A simple interlock and their 

light weight (150 lb. per 2x2 ft. panel) make 
placement quick and easy. A standard mo
tor grader dresses the subgrade and a 6-in. 
sand base. Soldiers, with some Viet work
ers, unfurl ·rolls of reinforced plastic mem
brane over the base. It extends 5 ft. into the 
runway shoulder to carry away runoff. An 
8- to 14-man crew will place over 5000 sq. ft. 
per hour. Troops have thereby created oper
ational fields (3500-ft. runways with Jato 
take-off and arrestor-gear landings) in 27 
days, and "completed" bases ( 10,000-ft. run
ways and s':lpport facilities) in 90 days. 

PEACE 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MuLTER] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, there 

should no longer be a scintilla of doubt 
in anyone's mind that every American 
wants peace. First and foremost in the 
quest for peace is the President of the 
United States. 

The President speaks for us in firm 
and unmistakable terms when he says 
we never wanted this war in Vietnam, 
We want no war there or anywhere else 
and that we will leave no stone unturned 
to attain peace there and everywhere 
else for all time . 

He has made it abundantly clear that 
we are ready to negotiate for peace at 
anytime, at any place, with anyone and 
without any conditions. That means we 
will negotiate for peace with combatants, 
with non-combatants, with Communists 
and with non-Communists. As a matter 
of fact, any and every avenue, hereto
fore used or not, will be taken advantage 
of even if there is only a glimmer of hope 
that it will lead to peace. 

At the same time this must not be 
taken as any wavering on our part to 
keep our commitments to the world and 
to continue to fight for freedom and 
liberty everywhere. 

President Johnson•s most recent state
ment cannot be misunderstood. He 
said: 

We want an honorable peace . . . In your 
hands is the key to that peace. You have 
only to turn it. 

Those who are demanding dialog 
should understand that dialog means 
conversation between two or more peo
ple, not talking to oneself. Unf01 tu
nately, Hanoi and Peking and Moscow 
have refused to participate in any dialog 
that may lead to peace. 

The very able and distinguished John 
Steinbeck, American Pulitzer and Nobel 
Prize winner and great contemporary 
author, sums up the entire situation 
beautifully in his recent letter, as fol-
lows: · 

MY DEAR FRIEND GENYA: 1 have just now 
read those parts of your poem printed in 
the New· York Times. I have no way of 
knowing how good the translation is, but I 
am pleased and :flattered by your devotion. 

In your poem, you ask me to speak out 
against the war in Vietnam. You know well 
how I detest all war, but for this one I have 
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a particular and person~! hatred. I a~ 
against this Chines~-insp1red. war .. I don t 
know a single Amencan who 1s for 1t. But, 
i:ny beloved friend; you asked me to denounce 
half a war, our half. I appeal to you to 
join me in denouncing the whole war. 

surely you don't believe that our "pilots 
fly to bomb children," that v:e sen~ bombs 
and he!!-VY equipment agamst 1~nocent 
civilians? This is not East Berlin m 1953, 
Budapest in 1956, nor Tibet in 1959. 

You know as. well as I do, Genya, that we 
are bombing oil storage, transport and the 
heavy and sophisticated weapons they carry 
to kill our sons. And where that oil and 
those weapons come from, you probably know 
better than I. They are marked in picto
graph and Cyrilic characters. 

I hope you also know that if those weapons 
were not being sent, we would not be in 
Vietnam at all. If this were a disagreement 
between Vietnamese people, we surely would 
not be there, but it is not, and since I have 
never found you to be naive you must be 
aware that it is not. 

This war is the work of Chairman Mao, 
designed and generaled by him in absentia, 
advised by Peking and cynically supplied 
with brutal weapons by foreigners who set 
it up. Let us denounce this also, my friend, 
but even more, let us together undertake a 
program more effective than denunciation. 
- I beg you to use your very considerable 
influence on your people, your government, 
and on those who look to the Soviet Union 
for direction, to stop sending the murderous 
merchandise through North Vietnam to be 
used against the South. 

For my part, I will devote every resource 
I have to persuade my government to with
draw troops and weapons from the South, 
leaving only money and help for rebuilding. 
And, do you know, Genya, if you could ac
complish your part, my' part would follow 
immediately and automatically. 

But even this is not necessary to stop the 
wa-r. If you could persuade North Vietnam 
to agree in good faith to negotiate, the bomb
ing would stop instantly. The guns would 
fall silent and our dear sons could come 
home. It is as simple as that, my friend, 
as simple . as that, I promise you. I hope 
to see you and your lovely wife Galya soon. 

With all respect and affection, 
JOHN STEINBECK. 

All of this means in the simplest lan
guage that we will stop fighting when 
the aggressor stops _fighting. We will 
negotiate for peace while he is fighting 
or will deescalate and negotiate for peace 
dUring the course of the deescalation, or 
we will stop altogether and negotiate for 
peace during the cessation of hostilities. 

We will bring this war to an end at 
the earliest possible moment but we will 
not bring it to an end by leaving the 
South Vietnamese to be slaughtered by 
the Communist aggressors. 

We cannot, we must not, we will not 
permit the enslavement of people by ag
gressors anywhere. 

CULVER PROPOSES DIRECT RE
TURN OF FEDERAL REVENUES TO 
STATE AND LOCAL GOVERN
MENTS 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr CULVER] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CULVER . . Mr. Sp~ake1", over the . Which is crucial to' the continued growth 
past 2 years, as I have met with local and development of our Nati~n .. , . ~--: · 
officials in the Second District of Iowa, 
I have become increasingly convinced 
that new and more effective means must 
be found to assist State and local gov
ernments in meeting their rapidly ex
panding financial obligations without 
necessitating further increases in · al
ready burdensome property taxes. 

I am therefore introducing legislation 
today to provide States and their sub
divisions a spare of Federal tax revenues 
without establishing a specific purpose 
for which the funds may be used. 
· If we are to maintain a viable, creative 
federal system, it is essential that the 
tasks of government be performed at 

· that level-local, · State, or National
where needs can most effectively and 
'economically be .met. But I am con
cerned that unless we do establish a 
meaningful revenue-sharing plan, the 
Federal Government will have to assume 
more and more functions which could be 
better performed at the local level, 
simply because the States will not have 
the necessary resources. 

My proposal would return a per
centage of the gross national ·product 
directly to the States, divided according 
to· population, who in turn would dis
tribute the funds within the State to .all 
levels of government in proportion to the 
taxes levied by State and local govern
ment units. In 1968, the States would 

· receive a share of one-half of 1 percent 
of the GNP, with the amount increasing 
each year until it reaches a level of 2 
percent of the GNP by 1978, where it 
would level off for annual distribution. 
. On the basis of most recent GNP and . 
population figures, this means that a 
total of nearly $3,400 million would be 
distributed to the States in 1968, with 
Iowa receiving $38,948,000 on the basis 
of 1965 population figures. · 

All levels of government would receive 
advance word on the amount they would 
receive each year so that they could plan 
how to spend the money most effectively. 
There would be no Federal control over 
the funds appropriated. 

In such a way, State and local govern
ments can be encouraged to develop 
their own unique solutions to problems 
in a way that will insure the greatest 
possible freedom of action at the local 
level. 

Oftentimes Federal grant-in-aid pro
grams for specific purposes result in 
States instituting or expanding programs 
not always needed by the States, simply 
because they do not want to pass up any 
Federal funds that are available to them. 

Implementation of my proposal would 
help eliminate such waste, would mini
mize the Federal requirements and ad
ministrative details presently involved in 
obtaining financial assistance, and would 
reduce the vast confusion of dealing with 
a multiplicity of Federal agencies. 

In returning these funds to the States 
to meet their ever-increasing revenue 
problems, we will simultaneously be re
turning power to the States to meet the 
responsibilities which best fall to them 
and to their·subdivisions. And in so do
ing, we will be promoting the type of 
creative and cooperative federalism 

AMENDMENT TO CONSTITUTION. TO 
EMPOWER THE CONGRESS ':fO 
REGULATE THE DISTRIDUTION OF 
PORNOGRAPHIC LITERATURE 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Rhode Island [Mr. ST GERMAIN] 
may extend his remarks at th~spoint in 
the RECORD and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman · from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. STGERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, the 

world in which we live requires ever-in
creased cons'ciousness if man is to pro
gress as he should. · It means the utmost 
development of our mental capabilities 
thus the best possible educational devel
opment of our citizens. 

As we all known, the educational proc
ess is not confined to the walls of our 
educational institutions. Much of our 
education is acquired outside the halls 
of our schools and a good portion of this 
·is in the form of the various reading 
matter that we come in contact with. 

In view of this, it is greatly disturbing 
to see any pornographic literature reach . 
our citizens let alone -the sea of filth that 
is cast before their eyes today. This 
pornography can only serve to distract 
and mislead thein and deprive th~m of 
those -intellectual and moral pursuits 
that enrich all of society ·as well as them
selves. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that as the chosen 
representatives of the people we have an 
obligation to do whatever we can to foo
ter the educational and moral develop
ment of our citizens arid protect them as 
best we can from 'those things that can 
only hinder this development. 

Therefore, I am introducing today a 
joint resolution proposing that the· U.S. 
Constitution be amended to permit Con
gress to regulate and control the distri
bution of pornographic material. 

There must be a stop put to this deluge 
of filth that our citizens are subjected to. 
Drastic measures are needed and they 
are needed now. 

Our citizens are contributing $1 billion 
a year toward the further development 
of this atrocious business. Yes, this busi
ness grosses $1 biUion a year and every 
dollar that it receives serves to further 
its growth. Unless we take legislative 
action to control and curtail the distri
bution of pornographic literature, this 
destructive business will continue to grow 
and further contribute toward the moral 
decay of our society. 

What is most disturbing about this 
business is that its attention is largely 
directed toward our youth; toward those 
who are most impressionable and those 
who will one day be the leaders of our 
society-for better or worse. 

And what most provokes me is the fact 
that our mail system is being used as a 
means of reaching these youths-in their 
homes. It has been estimated that 1 
million children a year are receiving 
pornographic literature in the family 
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mailbox, and a study condu,cted in 1958 
revealed that the traffic in mail-order 
pornography is doubling every 5 years. 

Why must we allow this to happen? 
Why must we stand still in dazed appall 
while the distributors and publishers of 
pornographic literature gnaw away at 
the moral fibers of our society? 

I am told that the Post Office receives 
some 70,000 complaints a year about ob
scenity in the mails and I wonder just 
how many more thousands of citizens 
receive obscene literature in the mail and 
fail to register a complaint? 

What is . to become of our society if 
we allow this obscenity to continue un
checked? 

Action is needed. It is needed now 
and it is for this reason that I rise, Mr. 
Speaker, and ask the assistance of my 
colleagues in rectifying this deplorable 
and destructive situation by enacting ef
fectuallegislation now. 

BOBBY STEPHENS DAY 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I · ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BECKWORTH] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 

desire to include in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD an editorial that appeared in the 
Longview Morning Journal on June 18, 
1966 concerning a longtime close friend 
of mine, Col. Robert L. Stephens. Also 
I include an article about Bobby Ste
phens Day. 

I have known this very outstanding 
young man from the time he was a small 
boy. He always has been religious and 
a man of he highest character in all re
spects. His many talents and attain
ments warrant the signal honor he has 
received. Certainly he deserves the 
recognition he has been given. 

The material follows: 
BOBBY STEPHENS DAY 

(By CarlL. Estes) 
Any community is at its best when recog

nizing and honoring its citizens who have 
served their country faithfully and with dis
tinction to themselves and the nation. So 
it is with Gilmer which places itself in the 
public spotlight Saturday by officially cele
brating Bobby Stephens Day. 

All East Texas is proud of Col. Robert L. 
Stephens, the celebrated and highly deco
rated "Silver Fox" of the U.S. Air Force who 
on May Day last year piloted a YF-12A jet 
interceptor at more than thr·ee times the 
speed of sound and brought the world's air 
speed record back to the United States from 
Russia. 

For setting two new world flight records
a straight course speed record of 2,070.101 
miles per hour, and an absolute sustained 
altitude record of 80,257.86 feet-Colonel 
Stephens and four of his test flight crew of
ficers were decorated with the Distinguished 
Flying Cross, awarded by Air Force Chief of 
Stat! Gen. John P . McConnell in a Pentagon 
ceremony in Washington. 

Gilmer is literally booming with pride, for 
Colonel Stephens is a native of the Upshur 
County capital. He is the son of Mrs. Manie 
Stephens of Gilmer and the late Vernon J. 
Stephens. A veteran Air Force test pilot at 

44, he is prematurely gray-the basis for his 
honored unofficial 'ti tle of " Silver Fox" by 
which he is recognized among his Air Force 
friends and admirers. 

Colonel Stephens and his co-pilot also were 
awarded the Flying Tiger Pilot Award for 
the world record-breaking flight, and re
ceived the 1965 Thompson Trophy Award. 
The MacKay Trophy for 1965, awarded by the 
National Aeronautic Association for the most 
meritorious flight of the year, will be pre
sented to Colonel Stephens and his flight 
crew at Edwards Air Base on July 23 by Gen
eral McConnell, Air Force chief of staff. 

Gilmer and East Texas people are proud 
that Colonel Stephens' picture hangs in the 
Air Force Hall of Fame at Edwards Air Base, 
Calif., where he is officially known as Direc
tor of the Air Force Flight Test Center YF-12 
test force. 

The intrepid Gilmer colonel has been a 
test pilot longer than any other man in the 
Air Force today. He was the first military 
man to be elected a "fellow" in the inter
national Society of Experimental Test Pilots. 

He is a Legion of Merit Medal winner for 
his work a few years ago as director of test
ing of the famed F-104 fighter plane. As a 
test pilot and aeronautical engineer for 17 of 
his 22 years in uniform, he has been at 
Edwards Air Base a number of times over the 
past 12 years and now heads a group of more 
than 100 military and civilian test pilots, 
engineers, technicians and others engaged in 
flight testing the Mach 3 (three times the 
speed of sound) aircraft. 

Colonel Stephens is a graduate of Gilmer 
High School, a graduate of Texas A&M Uni
versity with an aeronautical degree, and holds 
a master's degree in aeronautics from Prince
ton University. He and his wife Joy have 
three lovely daughters, Lila, Linda and Lisa. 
His family will be with him for this happy 
occasion. 

We here in Longview and throughout East 
Texas join in spirit with the proud people 
of Gilmer in honoring Colonel Stephens this 
Saturday. In all the activities of the day, 
we all shall be happy to have back home 
again, a distinguished citizen and one of the 
Air Force's finest, Col. Robert L. Stephens. 

SPECIAL DAY IN HOMFI'OWN HONORS PILOT 
GILMER.-As his home city put finishing 

touches on plans for Bobby Stephens Day 
scheduled today, the National Aeronautics 
Association revealed that Air Force Col. Rob
ert L. Stephens and his record-setting pilots 
are to receive still fUrther honors. 

The MacKay Trophy, given for the most 
meritorious fiight of the year, will go to the 
pilots and crew of the YF-12A jet interceptor 
in July 23 ceremonies at Edwards Air Force 
Base in California. It will be presented by 
Gen. John P. McConnell, U.S. Air Force Chief 
of Staff, Washington, D.C. 

Veteran test pilot Stephens, known as 
"Bobby" to his hundreds of friends and ad
mirers throughout East Texas, broke world 
speed and altitude records on May 1, 1965, 
when he and his co-pilot, Lt. Col. Daniel 
Andre, flew the YF-12A to 80,257.8 feet at 
a world speed of 2,070.1 miles per hour. This 
broke the previous record held by Russia-
and on the Soviet Union's May Day at that. 

On the same day, four other test pilots 
under Colonel Stephens' command, set nine 
world speed and altitude records in the same 
aircraft. 

The MacKay Trophy will be awarded in 
the name of all the men who flew and set 
the nine world speed and altitude records. 

Because Of his distinguished career, the 
colonel and his family are being paid special 
honors all day Saturday in the town of his 
birth. 

Festivities, under direction of Jack (Spot) 
Baird of Gilmer and Longview, and the Up
shur County Chamber of Commerce, get un
der way at 9 a.m. Saturday at Kinel's Cafe 
where friends are invited to drop by for 

coffee and visit the colonel before he goes 
to the Strand Theater at 10 a.m. to show 
actual films of the record-breaking flight. 
He will narrate the film, and answer ques
tions from. his audience. Primarily an event 
for school children of Gilmer and all East 
Texas, the film will be shown again if in
terest warrants, Baird said. 

At noon, an all-service club luncheon at 
Gilmer Country Club will spotlight Colonel 
Stephens and his family. This includes his 
mother, Mrs. Marie Stephens of Gilmer, his 
wife, Joy, and three daughters, Lila Lee, 
Linda Lou and Lisa; his mother-in-law, Mrs. 
Jewel Fulfer of Baytown; and his two sisters, 
Verna Helen and Lila Blanche. 

Gilmer Rotary, Lions and . Kiwanis Clubs 
will combine their meetings for the lunch
eon, which will see such special guests as 
State Reps. George Hinson and John Allen, 
State Sen. Jack Strong, Cong. Lindley Beck
worth and Ray Roberts. 

Texas A&M University will send a repre
sentative from its engineering school, from 
which Colonel Stephens was graduated, and 
a San Antonio member of the famed Flying 
Tigers, also is expected. 

The 745th Air Force Band from Barksdale 
Air Force Base will play at the luncheon as 
well as in concert from a bandstand on the 
city square beginning around 2 p.m. 

Colonel Stephens will be presented from 
the bandstand at 2:30 p .m. and will speak 
briefly. 

On display on the city square will be sur
vival equipment from the 2nd Combat Sup
port Group from Barksdale. 

Colonel Stephens and his family also will 
be paid tribute by the Gilmer High School 
Class of 1946 which is holding its 20th class 
reunion Friday through Sunday. 

"AN INSPIRED TRADITION," AD
DRESS TO HARVARD UNIVERSITY 
ALUMNI BY W. AVERELL HARRI
MAN, U.S. AMBASSADOR AT 
LARGE, JUNE 1966 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BRADEMAS] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of · the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, as we 

consider the Foreign Assistance Act to
day, I think it appropriate to call atten
tion to the excellent address delivered by 
a distinguished American and outstand
ing public servant, the Honorable W. 
Averell Harriman, U.S. Ambassador at 
Large, on the subject of economic aid to 
other countries. 

Ambassador Harriman's address was 
delivered to alumni of Harvard Univer
sity during commencement exercises 
there last month. 

On this occasion Ambassador Harri
man was awarded the honorary degree 
of dootor of laws. 

Ambassador Harriman's address and a 
list of the degrees follows: 

AN INSPIRED TRADITION 
(Address to the alumni by W. Averell Harri

man, U.S. Ambassador at Large) 
In one way or another this University 

seems to have taught its graduates that 
there are more important things in life than 
purely personal gain. It has held out and 
ideal of public service and established a 
record of public achievement. Its graduates 
work !or the community, the nation, and 
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now the world-who knows how many gov
ernments, beside our own, are infiltrated, 
dominated, influenced by Harvard men? 
FDR AND JFK EXEMPLIFY HARVARD TRADITION 

OF PUBLIC SERVICE 

No men in our time have better exempli
fied this tradition of public service than 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, Class of 1904, and 
John F. Kennedy, Class of 1940. It has been 
my good fortune to have served them both. 

Both these Harvard Presidents were dis
tinguished, among other things by their pre
cise and vivid understanding of history. 
They understood that change in the world 
was inexorable, that the velocity of history 
has never been greater, and that our nation 
can keep abreast of history only as it presses 
ever forward to new deals and new frontiers. 

They knew also that the changes were not 
only in man's machines and his instit utions 
but, even more, in his aspirations, in h!s 
faith, and values. They understood that the 
towering fact of the 20th century has been 
the awakening around the planet of the 
masses of humanity, so long the victims of 
misery, exploitation, vnd oblivion. 

THE FORGOTTEN MAN 

President Roosevelt used to speak of " the 
forgotten man." It is time, in our own 
country, we have begun to remember the for
gotten man: the unemployed and the im
poverished; the sick and the aged; the man 
whose color consigned him to second-class 
citizenship; and the man whose hick of edu
cation denied him opportunity. 

As President Kennedy said: "For one true 
measure of a nation is its success in fulfilling 
the promise of a better life for each of its 
members. Let this be the measure of our 
nation." 

In the more than thirty years since I first 
went to work for Franklin Roosevelt in the 
National Recovery Administration-the old 
NRA-our country has made steady progress 
in widening the promise of American life. 
Today we see President Johnson's determina
tion to make all American citizens full mem
bers of the national community-to strike 
down the barriers which hold men and 
women back for reasons beyond their own 
control-is carrying this effort to its ful
fillment in the goals of the Great Society. 

In so acting in our own country today, 
we are recovering the sense of public pur
pose-we are reclaiming our moral heritage. 

OUR TASK IS TO BUILD A WORLD SOCIETY 

Yet, even as we make progress at home, we 
find ourselves confronted by the same prob
lems on a vastly larger scale in the world 
outside. 

In the thirties Franklin Roosevelt told us 
that the nation as a whole could not move 
ahead so long as one of its parts lagged 
behind in poverty and underdevelopment. 
In the sixties John F. Kennedy told us that 
the world could not move ahead safely and 
successfully if one part lived in afil.uence and 
the rest in squalor. 

The great task-the overriding challenge
for mankind in the rest of the 20th century 
is to do in the world what we began to do a 
generation .ago here in the United States: to 
help build a world society where .everyone 
can start to hope for a better life, if not for 
himself at least for his children, or their 
children. • 

We cannot survive as an island of safety 
and prosperity, aloof from poverty, wretched
ness and strife elsewhere on this small planet. 
We must offer a helping hand to those who 
ask our aid to fulfill their hopes for a better 
life, in freedom from outside interference. 

At this same gathering nineteen years ago, 
General Marshall pointed to the needs of a 
war-torn Europe, and proposed a great co
operative plan for European recovery. This, 
combined with the North Atlantic Treaty, 
made possible the revival of the genius and 
vitality of Western Europe. Now Western 

Europe is more vigorous and dynamic than 
ever. Some of us may feel sometimes there 
is a man who is too dynamic-but let us 
not forget that diversity was what we wanted 
to achieve. 

NATO TODAY 

Today we are reviewing the relationship 
within the North Atlantic Community and 
the role of NATO which has served us so 
well in the past. In looking ahead, we find 
a wide measure of unity of purpoSe amo.ng 
fourteen of the fifteen allies. It is agre.ed 
that our integrated strength continues not 
only to give essential security but ·greater 
opportunity for progress. In the political 
field this unity can contribute to breaking 
down the unnatural barriers of the Iron Cur
tain-to fulfill the strong urge of the peoples 
of both East and West. It can provide, as 
well, combined economic resources needed to 
assist the developing countries of the world 
in attacking the fundamental problems 
confronting them. 
THE PLIGHT OF THE UNDERDEVELOPED NATIONS 

Nineteen years ago the acute problem com
pelling our concern was a stricken Europe. 
Today it is the plight of the underdeveloped 
countries. Many of these countries have only 
recently attained their independence. 

I vividly recall on more than one occasion 
President Roosevelt pressing Prime Minister 
Churchill during the war to grant India 
independence. This advice, I might add, was 
not at the time fully appreciated. Roose
velt's influence and the example of our coun
try's actions in the Philippines have con
tributed to the rapid emergence of fifty-seven 
new nations from colonial status. Fifty
seven in all obtained their independence 
since the end of the war. 

President Kennedy stated our position in 
the United Nations in unequivocal words: 
"My country intends to be a participant, .not 
merely an observer, in the peaceful, expedi
tious movement of nations from the status 
of colonies to the partnership of equals." 

These fifty-seven newly independent na
tions are now facing the staggering problems 
of self-government combined with the· need 
for rapid economic development which their 
peoples are demanding. These are formida
ble tasks and outside help is needed to deal 
with them. 

In recent years we have undertaken to give 
a helping hand both through our support of 
international organizations as well as 
through bilateral assi~tance. Much con~ 
structive work has been accomplished, but 
the dimensions of the problem are greater 
than the means provided to meet it. 

THE INCREASING GAP BETWEEN RICHER AND 

POORER NATIONS 

Unhappily the gap between the poorer 
countries and the richer is increasing, and 
we don't need a computer to realize that ap
palling fact. Countries which have about 
half the population of the free world have 
an average per capita gross national product 
of $100 or less, compared to ours of ~>Ver 
$3,000. . 

The president of the World Bank, George 
Woods-a product of Boston-recently 
pointed out that by the turn of the century 
at present growth rates the poorer countries 
will increase their per capita annual income 
by no more than $50 while we will add $1,500. 
Similar comparisons are applicable to the 
other industrialized nations. Mr. Woods, 
therefore, calls for a sharp increase in the 
flow of capital to the developing nations-at 
least those who ask for it-and on better 
terms, together with greater consideration 
for the acute problems created by the insta
bility in terms of trade. 

A former World Bank president, Eugene 
Black, is taking the lead in formulating plans 
for the cooperative developments of South
east Asia and the new Asian Development 
Bank. 

It may be reassuring to some to realize 
that these two men are not academic brain
trusters but hardheaded, successful bankers 
with whom I used to work during the years 
I was involved in international banking. 

Clearly, both moral obligation and political 
necessity require us to do our share to help 
the awal,tening peoples to move as rationally 
and quickly as they can into the 20th 
century. Unfortunately, I detect a new 
mood in some quarters today . . . a retreat 
from the idea of larger responsibility, a de
sire to return to our own concerns, almost a 
neo-isolationism. One can understand the 
causes of this mood because the burdens 
have been heavy, the problems intractable, 
the results slow. Yet we cannot let frus
tration become the ruler of our judgment, or 
fatigue the arbiter of our policy. 

FOREIGN AID IS ESSENTIAL 

I feel that something like this is happen
ing today when men who have previously 
fought for foreign aid programs now regard 
them with indifference or reject them with 
indignation. For foreign assistance is one 
essential way in which we can meet our re
sponsibilities to the developing world and 
thereby protect our national interest. 

No doubt these aid programs have ha d 
their defects and failures though they have 
never been better directed than they are by 
a Harvard man today. Certainly they have 
not wrought magic or passed miracles, al
though as we look back at it the Marshall 
Plan in fact came very close to being a 
miracle. Yet they are the means by which 
we can join in partnership with brave and 
patriotic men in other lands, working for 
the modernization of their countries. To 
cast off this hope of a constructive relation
ship would be a blow not only against our 
national security, but against our moral 
identity. 
· Economic aid, I have said, is one indis- . 
putable way by which we can associate our
selves with those seeking national and social 
fulfillment. · 

THE INFLUENCE OF OUR DEMOCRATIC IDEALS 

There is one other way, even more pro
found, and that is the influence of our own 
democratic ideals. Our leadership in the 
world does not rest ultimately on our ma
terial wealth or on our military power. It 
rests-in any endurfng or significant way
on the extent to which our society and our 
policies embody aspirations which touch the 
minds and hearts of the rest of mankind. 

I was in Moscow when Franklin Roosevelt 
died-and I will never forget the shock and 
sorrow of the Russian people, women weep
ing in the streets, the sense of desolation. 
Roosevelt represented a hope of peace and 
friendship with the United states, even in 
Stalin's Russia. 

And no member of the Class of 1966 will 
ever forget when and where he heard about 
the death of John F. Kennedy. 

Yet yours was not a private grief. Shock 
and grief encircled the world. Today, in the 
hovels and shanties in Latin America, Africa, 
Asia, I am told, photographs of President 
Kennedy, torn from newspapers still hang, 
recalling the faith forgotten men everywhere 
had in his purpose and his leadership. Even 
behind the Iron Curtain, I still hear people 
feeling and speaking of his loss. 

THE CALL TO ACTION 

This, I would like to think, is the Harvard 
heritage, the legacy of Franklin Roosevelt 
and John F . Kennedy. It is a challenge to 
self-satisfaction and complacency. It is a 
summons to generosity and magnanimity. It 
is a call to action-bold action, gallant action. 
It carries us beyond the narrow confines of 
our personal lives and private concerns, into 
a realm of higher and deeper fulfillment. It 
reminds us that we live in the most ex
traordinary century in history-and that, as 
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another Harvard man, Mr. Justice Holmes; 
once said: "As life is action and passion, it 
is required of a man that he should share the 
passion and action of his time at peril of 
being judged not to have lived." 

This is the meaning of the lives of Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt and John F. Kennedy. 
They shared the actions and passions of their 
times. They knew there was nothing to fear 
but fear itself. They asked not what human
ity could do for them, ·but what they could do 
for humanity. As Harvard men, you inherit 
an inspiring tradition. 

Let us recall the words of John F. 
Kennedy . . . The last public message he 
ever wrote, on the morning of his death, 
closed with these words to the American 
people: "The only limit to our realization of 
tomorrow will be our doubts of today. Let 
us move forward with strong and active 
faith." 

HONORARY DEGREES, 1966 
William Averell Harriman, Doctor of Laws: 

Quick and generous to serve the public good, 
he has bountifully expended his high tal
ents in his country's cause. (Mr. Harriman, 
dipolmat and former Governor of New York, 
1s currently United States Ambassador at 
Large.) 

John William Gardner, Doctor of Laws: 
An informed and articulate champion of 
education, a concerned and perceptive agent 
of the social ends of government. (Mr. 
Gardner is the United States Secretary of 
Health, Education and Welfare and Presi
dent on leave from the Carnegie Corporation 
and Foundation.) 

Charles Allerton Coolidge, Doctor of Laws: 
An upright and discerning servant of col
lege, community and country; for thirty 
years this institution has relied on his cour
age and strength. (Mr. Coolidge, a Boston 
lawyer, was for thirty years a member of the 
Corporation and for eleven Senior Fellow.) 

Howard Wesley Johnson, Doctor of Laws: 
We welcome to our company a vigornus new 
champion of education on the Charles. (Mr. 
Johnson is the President-elect of Massachu
setts Institute of Techonology.) 

Pierre-Paul Schweitzer, Doctor of Laws: A 
brave and gracious international officer who 
ably furthers world order by monetary 
means. (Mr. Schweitzer is Managing Direc
tor of the International Monetary Fund.) 

Robert Lowell, Doctor of Letters: With 
anguished heart this powerful poet compas
sionately confronts the tragic complexities 
of human existence. (Mr. Lowell is often 
Visiting Professor of English at Harvard.) 

Manfred Eigen, Doctor of Science: This 
marvelously innovative chemist has learned 
to time with accuracy the nearly instantane
ous reactions of the molecular world. (Dr. 
Eigen is the Director of the Max Planck In
stitute at Gottingen.) 

David Washburn Bailey, Doctor of Humane 
Letters: Scholar-scribe devoted to precision, 
preceding and propriety; long-time generous 
and helpful officer of this university. (Mr. 
Bailey is the former Secretary to the Corpora
tion and the Overseers.) 

Martha Graham, Doctor of Arts: She speaks 
to us of grandeur, tragedy and beauty 
through transient movements of the human 
form. (Miss Graham is a dancer, choreog
rapher and teacher.) 

Alexander Calder, Doctor of Arts: Earth
bound, ethereal, standing or moving, the 
fresh forms of this joyous artist enhance our 
visual environment. (Mr. Calder, an artist 
of varied talent, is the creator of mobiles 
and stabiles.) 

John Hasbrouck V:an Vleck, Doctor of 
Science: Harvard honors a brilliant expositor 
of the electrical behavior of matter, her serv
ant as beloved teacher and creative dean. 
(Mr. Van Vleck is Holl1s Professor and former 
Dean of Engineering and Applied Physics at 
Harvard.) 

Mark Van Doren, Doctor of Letters: Poet, 
critic, humane and admired teacher, he in
terprets with wit and understanding the best 
in literature and life. (Mr. V_an Doren is 
Professor Emeritus of English at Columbia 
University.) 

John Rock, Doctor of Laws: To thousands 
of grateful patients he has given the joy of 
children; to millions of families the poten
tialities of a happier life. (Dr. Rock is Clin
ical Professor of Gynecology, Emeritus, at 
Harvard and head of. the Rock Reproductive 
Clinic.) 

Saul Lieberman, Doctor of Letters: A rabbi 
modest, quiet, strong, whose patient learn
ing illumines treasured ancient texts for 
modern man. (Rabbi Lieberman is Professor 
of Palestinian Literature and Institutions 
and Dean of the Graduate Department and 
of the Rabbinical School of the Jewish Theo
logical Seminary of America.) 

Paul Codman Cabot, Doctor of Laws: A 
business leader astute, direct, high-prin
cipled; few of her sons have so well served 
this university. (Mr. Cabot was Treasurer of 
Harvard.) 

MOR~ EFFORT NEEDED ON HAR
NESSING H-POWER 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BROWN] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the REc
ORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I note with great interest a 
small article in today's Washington Post 
entitled "AEC Asks More Effort To Har
ness H-Power." I am including the ar
ticle with these remarks and hope that 
all of my colleagues will read it. 

Most Members of Congress, by reason 
of their position, have had a greater op
portunity to appreciate the impact of 
nuclear science on all phases of our so
ciety than have most citizens. Out
standing congressional leaders, such as 
our highly respected colleague from 
California [Mr. HOLIFIELD], have played 
a key role in bringing this country to 
the position of eminence in the nuclear 
field which it now enjoys. However, the 
accomplishments made to date are but 
a shadow of what lies ahead if we are 
successful in making a scientific break
through in harnessing the power of the 
hydrogen fusion reaction. 

It is this reaction-the combining of 
elemental hydrogen atoms into more 
complex molecules-which is truly one 
of the fundamental sources of energy in 
the universe. This is the reaction which 
produces a major part of the energy of 
the sun and other stars-the source 
fundamentally responsible for life it
self, as it exists on earth today. 

A generation ago the taming of this 
reaction was inconceivable. Today it is 
conceivable, but its accomplishment is 
considered to lie in some remote future. 
A glance at the history of nuclear sci
ence, however, shows how fast these pro
jections can change. Fifty years ago an 
atomic fission reaction was inconceiv
able. In 1939-just 27 years ago-as a 
student of physics at the University of 
Californic at Los Angeles, I listened to 
the great Dr. Fermi describe his first 

simple experiments with uranium fis
sion, still far from the stage of a sus
tained chain reaction. 

The war telescoped development in 
this field, as we all know, leading to the 
atomic bomb. In 1947 I was able to take 
graduate work in the design of nuclear 
piles for atomic powerplants-still then 
visualized as a more or less remote pos
sibility for power production because of 
economic factors. Today, however, we 
see that possibly 50 percent of the newly 
planned electrical powerplant capacity 
of this Nation will be nuclear power. 
Such is. the speed of scientific progress. 

It is safe to predict that progress in 
controlling the hydrogen fusion reaction 
will, similarly, exceed our expectations. 
The results of that progress will repre
sent a quantum jump in man's ability 
to cope with his environment. Energy, 
the use of which is the measuring rod of 
technological advance, will be available 
on an unlimited basis and at costs which 
may approximate zero, except for local 
distribution to the consumer. 

So, I commend the Atomic Energy 
Commission for making the step de
scribed by this news article which fol
lows. · I have confidence that the Joint 

.Committee on Atomic Energy will act 
favorably and quickly, and that the 
Members of the Congress will respond 
with vision and leadership to support the 
programs requested. 
[From the Washington Post, July 14, 1966) 
AEC ASKS MORE EFFORT To HARNESS H-POWER 

The Atomic Energy Commission asked Con
gress yesterday to okay a "significant 
strengthening'' of the Nation's effort to 'har
ness the hydrogen bomb reaction to produce 
electricity. 

The AEC did so in reporting to the Senate
House Atomic Committee that the U.S. 
effort--once the .world's most vigorous-is 
"losing its momentum" while the Soviet 
Union and certain other countries are forg. 
ing forward vigorously. 

Saying this is largely due to an essentially 
static budget, now runing at about $21 mil
lion annually-the AEC called for: 

A 15 percent annual increase in normal op
erating funds over the next five years. 

Construction of several large new devices
to carry out a "new generation" of experi
ments in the field-at a cost of up to $4 mil
lion a year at least three years. 

The recommendations fell somewhat short 
of those recommended by a private panel of 
non-AEC scientists which had called for an 
up to three-fold increase in the range and 
pace of the program over the next five years. 

SOVIET OCCUPATION OF ESTONIA, 
LATVIA, ~ND LITHUANIA 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. ADDABBO] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and incll,lde extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, 26 

years ago today the armed forces of the 
Soviet Union began the occupation of the 
Republics of Estonia, Latvia, and Lith
uania, thus ending the existence of these 
countries as free and Independent na
tions. 
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That invasion and occupation and the 
imposition of the Soviet regime was a 
flagrant act of aggression and continue~ 
as such today. 

The Soviets have deported to their 
country more than a half million people 
from Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, 
regardless of the fact that the u~s.s.R. 
joined the Genocide Convention. 

In addition to these deportations the 
Soviet Union is forcibly resettling young 
people from these countries in Soviet 
Russia, thus obliterating their national 
identity by Russification, atheism, and 
Communist indoctrination. 

·The U.S.S.R. does not have any legal 
basis for the occupation of these coun
tries but is trying to justify its domina
tion by fraud and usurpation of the will 
of the people. The United States has 
never recognized the seizure and occupa
tion of the Baltic States into the Soviet 
Union and has upheld and restated this 
position in a recent official publication 
of the Department of State-"Treaties 
in Force." 

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that the 
oppressed people of these once-independ
ent nations will be able once again to 
gain their freedom-a freedom they so 
richly deserve. 

tion to bring this national crisis to an early 
and successful conclusion. In a separate 
communication, I have advised the President 
of the United States of my interest in this 
matter for I am convinced that this should 
be a concern of all levels and divisions of 
government. I want you to know that this 
office stands willing to be of assistance in 
resolving this serious labor dispute. 

What is needed immediately is an end 
to the strike, followed by establishment 
of procedures to guarantee that such 
strikes, so injurious to the national inter
est, do not reoccur. 

INFLATIONARY PRESSURES CON
SIDERABLY EASED-HOMEBUILD
ING INDUSTRY THREATENED 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. FULTON] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. 

Speaker, we are all cautiously pleased by 
recent economic reports, particularly 
those which indicate that the inflation-
ary pressures which we were expert

NEED FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF PRO- encing earlier this year have been con
CEDURES TO SETTLE DISPUTES · siderably eased. 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask Th~ economy of the N.ation appea~s t,o 

unanimous consent that the gentleman remam very . s~mnd wl?-lle the .NatiOn s 
from Missouri [Mr. HULL] may extend standard of ~Ivmg contmues to mc~ease. 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD . However, m the effort to curb mfia
and include extraneous matter. tlonary pressures the~e h~s emerged a 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to ?lear and dangerou~ situation ~hreate_!l
the request of the gentleman from ~ng one of the most Impo.rt~nt mdustn~s 
Michigan? m our economy, ~omebmldmg, ~nd ultl-

There was no objection. matel~ endangenng th~ physical a~d 
Mr. HULL. Mr. Speaker, the current financial well-being of millions of Amen

strike by the International Association cans. 
of Machinists against five major airlines This is a most important industry. It 
underscores the urgent need for the contributes 1 of every 18 dollars which 
establishment of procedures to settle make up our annual gross national prod
such disputes which paralyze our Na- uct. It employs directly hundreds of 
tion's transportation and damage the thousands of persons and indirectly pro-

vided jobs for millions more. 
economy. But if current expectations of the 

It no longer suffices for Congressmen homebuilders themselves are realized, 
to wring their hands and extend their this Nation faces a serious cutback in our 
sympathies to the hundreds of thousands 
of people who have been seriously incon- efforts to provide homes for a rapidly 
venienced by this strike. It accom- growing population. 
plishes little to assign culpability to the The situation is so serious that Mr. 

Larry Blackmon, president of the Na- · 
union or the airline companies. This tional Association of Home Builders, has 
will not reclaim the profits lost by the 
airlines or put lost paychecks back into termed it a potential "disaster." 

The source of the problem is, of course, 
the pockets of airline employees. the ''tight money" market created by 

Trans World Airlines, one of the those who shape our national monetary 
affected companies, is headquartered in policies which has resulted in the current 
my congressional district and has been interest rate war and threatens to reduce 
forced to furlough 5, 700 employees in the the availability of mortgage financing to 
Kansas City area, a disastrous blow to a point where only the higher income 
the economy of that ar~a. This involves group can afford the expense of home
the dilution of TWA's $3,600,000 monthly buying. 
payroll in the Kansas City area. The effort to curb inflation through 

I have received a telegram from Mayor monetary practices affecting interest 
Ilus W. Davis of Kansas City, who states: rates has set off strong and unhealthy 

The International Association of Machin- currents in our money market. The im
ists strike against the five major airlines is mediate result has been a shortage of 
substantially affecting the business and 1 f ds ·1 bl f th fi · f economy of the Greater Kansas City area. oan un avai a e or e nanCing o 
I know that you are concerned about this new home construction. 
national emergency and I hope that you, in The thrift institutions, such as the 
your legislative role and collectively with savings and loan firms, have been caught 
your colleagues, will take every possible ac- in the middle of the current rate war. 

As a result; the thrift institutions, a prt:. 
mary source of the Nation's home financ
ing, are now at a great disadvantage. in 
securing funds at reasonable cost. 

Thus, those buyers who can afford 
mortgage money in the current market 
are going to pay more for it whi~:e pros
pective buyers of a few months ago find 
they have been squeezed out of the mar
ket. 

The cost of money rises and as it does 
the cost of housing rises, pricing addi
tional prospective buyers out of the mar
ket, decreasing demand, forcing con
struction layoffs and cutbacks in con
struction. 

This is not a hypothetical chain of 
events. It is underway at this very mo
ment. In a recent survey of its members, 
the National Association of Home Build
ers indicated that 80 percent responding 
builders plan to cut back their operations 
by some 35 percent. A projection of this 
throughout the entire homebuilding in
dustry would indicate a reduction in 
starts over the next year to 1,250,000. 
The association states that at least 1,- · 
600,000 new units are needed annually 
just to keep abreast of current require
ments. 

Admittedly, these are industry figures 
based on projection. However, the need 
for adequate and proper housing, a need 
which has been long recognized by the 
Federal Government, cannot be met or 
even approached if this situation is per
mitted to continue. 

The money market in the country to
day is badly out of balance in some areas. 
Unfortunately, it appears that only con
gressional action will alleviate the situ
ation and prevent a possible serious re
cession in the homebuilding industry. 

We all wish to prevent inflation a.nd . 
ease inflationary pressures. But it is 
neither fair nor wise to permit one in
dustry to bear the major portion of the 
load in carrying out anti-inflationary 
programs and policies. 

There are several recommendations 
currently before the Banking and Cur
rency Committee which could provide re
lief. These include proposals to author
ize and instruct the Federal Reserve 
Board to purchase obligations of the Fed
eral Home Loan Bank Board and the 
Federal National Mortgage Association. 
In addition, the committee has reported 
bills to increase the present authority 
of FNMA to borrow money to finance its 
secondary market operations, operations 
which have been seriously curtailed in . 
recent weeks. 

And finally, it would be my suggestion 
that the committee give consideration to 
a bold new program for providing ade
quate private sector financing through 
existing or additional Federal agencies 
over the next 10 to 20 years to insure that 
the situation which the home buying pub
lic and homebuilding industry !aces to
day does not recur in the future. 

Our population is growing at too great 
a rate, our current demands too large, 
our future responsibilities to formidable 
to risk major setbacks in homebuilding. 
In fact, today anything less than expan
sion in this field is detrimental to our 
national goal of better and more ade
quate housing for the American people. 



July 14, 1966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 15793 
But this is for the future. Immediate 

-a.ction is .needed· now to remedy an exist
ing situation. There is legislation of con
troversy before the House regarding 
occupancy. However, if we do not act be
cause others will not, the question of 
housing occupancy will become irrelevant 
in the face of lack of housing availability. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an urgent matter 
which needs immediate attention. The 
health of an industry which is one of the 
economic mainstays of this Nation and 
interests of millions of present and pro
spective homeowners is at stake. 

PROPOSED REIMBURSEMENT OF 
MEDICARE PATIENTS 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. DANIELS] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Speaker, I have 

introduced a bill today which would per
mit reimbursement of medicare patients 
for their transportation to a hospital to 
receive treatment from a therapist. 

The present law permits a therapist to 
be reimbursed for his travel to extended 
care facilities or into a patient's home, 
but does not permit reimbursement to 
the individual patient. I think, Mr. 
Speaker, that this provision in the law 
prevents medicare recipients from re
ceiving all the care they might otherwise 
get. A great deal of time is spent by 
therapists in traveling from place to 
place which might otherwise be spent 
treating patients. 

I am very happy to join with my very 
good friend, the gentleman from Minne
sota [Mr. FRASER], in correcting this 
provision in the law. I know that a 
great many senior citizens in the State 
of New Jersey would receive better treat
ment resulting from the more efficient 
use of the time of therapists. 

I urge all Members to join with us in 
support of this corrective legislation. 

ROBERT L. BENNETT, COMMIS
SIONER OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, TO 
BE HONORED AS "INDIAN OF THE 
YEAR" 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, this 

Saturday, July 16, special ceremonies 
will be held at the annual Indian Ex
position at Anadarko, Okla., honoring 
Robert L. Bennett, Commissioner of 
Indian Affairs, as "Indian of the Year." 

This award was begun 15 years ago 
by the 15 western Oklahoma tribes which 
sponsor the exposition. Its first recip-

ient, in 1951, was the great All-Amer
ican athlete, Jim Thorpe. 

In recent years, the award has gone to 
such outstanding Indians as famed Bal
lerina Maria Tallchief, Evangelist Oral 
Roberts, and, last year, to Mrs. LaDonna 
Harris, wife of the distinguished junior 
Senator from Oklahoma. 
- Mr. Speaker, at a time when the long
neglected needs of the American Indian 
are finally beginning to gain wide rec
ognition, we are indeed fortunate to 
have a man such as Commissioner Ben
nett to oversee the progress which is be
ing made in improving the living stand
ards of this great segment of American 
citizens. 

As the first Indiar: to serve as Com
missioner in almost a century, Bob Ben
nett has, in the short spah of 2% months 
in office, brought new life to the Bu
reau of Indian Affairs. He has estab
lished lofty, but realistic, goals to move 
Indians now living on Government res
ervations into the mainstream of Amer
ican life. 

As he stated in his recent report to the 
Senate Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs: 

As long as the Bureau has the responsi
bility for Indian people on or near reserva
tions, it will do everything possible to see 
that disadvantaged Indian people benefit 
from this commitment. The application ·of 
the various government programs to Indian 
reservations should hasten the day when 
Indian people will become self-sufficient citi
zens of our American society. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take this 
opportunity to congratulate Commis
sioner Bennett on this fine honor to be 
accorded him, and to express my hope, 
and belief, that his remarkable achieve
ments-past, present, and future-will 
serve as a great source of inspiration not 
only to his fellow Indians, but to all 
the citizens of this Nation. 

TAX DEDUCTION FOR POLITICAL 
CONTRIBUTIONS 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. WELTNER] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WELTNER. Mr. Speaker, there 

is today a mounting problem in the elec
tive process. Because of the rising costs 
of campaign financing, many candidates 
for offices high and low, find it difficult 
to avoid encumbrances and obligations. 
The solution lies in the participation of 
more Americans in the political process. 
Elections should be financed primarily 
by people whose only interest is in good 
government. Therefore, I am introduc
ing a bill to provide a tax deduction of 
u:p to $100 for political contributions to 
all political campaigns. This bill will 
broaden the base of political participa
tion by encouraging men and women of 
meager and moderate resources to sup
port candidates of their choice. It will 
encourage truly democratic govern
ment-of, by, and for the people. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe this· measure 
will be beneficial to the American politi
cal process, and I join with other Mem
bers who have submitted similar pro
posals. 

CHANGES NEEDED IN TARIFF LAW 
TO BRING VALUATION PROVI
SIONS ON ELECTRONIC COMPO
NENTS INTO LINE 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, today 

I am introducing legislation to amend 
the Customs Simplification Act of 1956 
to permit valuation of receiving tubes 
under section 402 of the Tariff Act of 
1930. 

This is emergency legislation for the 
benefit of American manufacturers of 
television, radio, and other consumer 
electronic products. It is also for the 
benefit of the American consumer be
cause it will prevent exorbitant increases 
in the cost of imported components and 
will forestall price increases for con
sumer electronic products. 

There is today a great demand for 
radio and television tubes, caused pri
marily by the sudden acceptance of color 
television. This color boom already is 
straining the capacity of the U.S. firms 
which which produce these products. 
The firms are turning to foreign sources, 
particularly Japan, to help meet the 
demand. 

However, a recent CUstoms Court 
decision has raised the threat of a dras
tic increase in the cost of importing re
ceiving tubes. The problem stems from 
an archaic method of import valuation 
under section 402a of the Tariff Act of 
1930. It establishes foreign value as the 
basis of appraisement of imported goods. 

The appraised value of imported re
ceiving tubes under this valuation meth
od ranges from 200 to 600 percent of the 
actual price to the importer in some in
stances. 

The present tariff, if not corrected, 
will result in a sharp increase in the cost 
of receiving tubes, which must even
tually be reflected in the price of many 
finished products. 

This problem gets out of the nickel
and-dime .category when one reflects 
that the sales of consumer electronic 
products in the United States will reach 
$3.7 million this year. 

The Customs Simplification Act of 
1956 has established a more reasonable 
valuation provision, making export value 
the primary basis of dutiable value. 
However, receiving tubes are one of the 
items still subject to the old method of 
valuation under section 402a. 

It appears that legislation is the only 
effective solution to the problem, so I 
am proposing the removal of receiving 
tubes from appraisment under section 
402a and bringing them under section 
402. 
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The legislation I propose is emergency 

legislation, designed specifically to in
clude only receiving tubes and to be in 
force for only 3 years, the predicted peak 
years of the demand for such products. · . 

Such legislation, I believe, will prevent 
an exorbitant increase in the cost of im
ported components~ It will have no 
harmful effect on domestic manufacture 
since the domestic receiving tube busi
ness is so strong that manufacturers 
are selling all the tubes they can make. 

SHIELD IN ASIA 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. MAcKAY] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection .to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MACKAY. Mr. Speaker, there is 

no equivocation in the Atlanta Constitu
tion's support of the decision to bomb 
the oil depots in North Vietnam. · 

I have in hand three editorials from 
the Constitution which appraise various 
aspects of extending the air war. 

Communist infiltration of the South 
was bound to force strikes against the 
petroleum supplies, the newspaper says. 
It finds a demonstration of President 
Johnson's praiseworthy restraint in the 
fact he held off the attacks until now. 
And it says that to have moved earlier 
would have disproved our contention 
that we wish no higher level of conflict 
than we are compelled to take. 

The Constitution enumerates successes 
achieved by the President's foreign pol
icy and it quotes Australian Prime Min
ister Holt's bacldng of our stand in 
southeast Asia. 

The Prime Minister said while in 
Washington: 

But for the power and resolution of the 
United States, no country in Asia could 
feel itself secure from the threat of Com
munist aggression. 

Hanoi could stop the fighting, if only 
it were willing to talk peace. 

Under unanimous consent I place each 
of these editorials at this point in the 
RECORD. 
(From the Atlanta (Ga.) Constitution, June 

30, 1966] 
ESCALATION BY WHOM? 

For more than a year American warplanes 
carefully flew around the oil dumps at Hanoi 
and Haiphong while urging the Hanoi gov
ernment to negotiate an end to the war, not 
force its continuance. 

The Communist government declined to 
join in stopping the war. American planes 
still skirted the oil dumps in hopes the Com
munists would hold down their invasion of 
South Viet Nam to levels that would not 
necessitate strikes on their oil supply. 

Instead the North Vietnamese scaled their 
invasion upward. Secretary of Defense Mc
Namara reports that their greatly increased 
infiltration is relying more and more on 
trucks and power junks to haul in much 
heavier arms and equipment for use against 
U.S. and South Vietnamese troops. 

That Communist escalation was bound to 
force a U.S. strike eventually against the oil 
supply at Hanoi and Haiphong. It was a 

demonstration of President Johnson's re
straint and patience that he waited so long. 

For the SOviet Union then to attribute 
"criminal escalation" to the United States is 
not so much outrageous as it is silly. 

British Prime Minister Harold Wilson could 
afford to disassociate· his government from 
the U.S. "extension of bombing to such areas" 
since British soldiers are not the ones being 
hurt by the Communist escalation, and he 
has his troubles with a noisy left wing. 

But in reiterating stout British support 
for the American assistance to South Viet 
Nam, Wilson stated the case very well: "The 
opportunity for bringing all the fighting in 
Viet Nam to an end is open to Hanoi and the 
onus for continuing it rests there also." 

By not only continuing but escalating the 
war, Hanoi required the American counter
blow that it has now received. President 
Johnson's restraint is praiseworthy. But so 
is his determination not to falter in giving 
American and South Vietnamese troops that 
support which they so clearly require to off
set the North Vietnamese escalation. 

The United States has · offered North Viet 
Nam peace. The North Vietnamese have 
chosen instead to test American power. They 
have no grounds for claiming mistreatment 
when they feel it. 

[From the Atlanta Constitution, July 1, 
1966] 

THE ONLY SHIELD IN ASIA 

While many in Washington regretted and 
damned the President's decision to bomb 
around Hanoi and Haiphong, the Australian 
prime minister visited the American capital 
and had a blunt word on the subject. 

Prime Minister Harold Holt said he was 
"nauseated" by the readiness of some people 
to attribute imperialism to the United 
States, and benevolence and humanitarian
~m to her Communist adversaries. 

"But for the power and resolution of the 
United States," said Holt, "no country in 
Asia could feel itself secure from the threat 
of Communist aggression." 

That is quite simply the fact. Japan is the 
only Asian nation that has the potential of 
power to counterweigh Chinese Communist 
aggression, direct or by proxy. And Japan 
has no appreciable armed force. Rather she 
has rested secure under the protective wing 
of American power while rebuilding her 
booming economy, as Europe did. 

The day may hopefully come when recon
structed Asian nations can cease to fear and 
&tart to treat with a tamer Communist neigh
bor from a base of strength of their own. 
This is now happening in a Europe which 20 
years ago was under immediate threat of 
Soviet seizure. 

Until that day comes in Asia, though, 
Prime Minister Holt is right. No Asian 
country can be secure if the United States 
withdraws its shield now. There is no other. 

So, just as the United States stood at Ber
lin, she stood in Korea and the Formosa 
Straits. Bush communism was resisted in 
the Philippines and Malaya, as it had been 
in Turkey and Greece. All the while the 
work of development, from Pakistan and 
India to Taiwan and Korea, has absorbed the 
unstinting effort of the United States. 

To wish for a more perfect U.S. legal po
sition in South VietNam (and it is consider
ably less embarrassing than the position of 
Hanoi, which has invaded South Viet Nam 
with three divisions, not vice versa) cannot, 
alter the fact of U.s. policy which has kept 
world peace for two decades. 

That policy is in Asia what it was in Eu
rope--to shield the weak from Communist 
seizure while helping them develop, and then 
be free to shape their own destiny. Wher
ever communism has pressed outward, it has 
struck the unbending American shield. It 
has met it now in Viet Nam and President 
Johnson is explaining patiently to Hanoi 

and home-folks alike that it simply is not 
going to bend there either. 

Since the U.S. determination became clear 
in Viet Nam, Pakistan has quietly replaced 
her pro-Chinese foreign minister; Chinese 
violation of India's border has quieted; In
dia and Pakistan have stopped fighting, with 
Russia as the peacemaker; Russia's coexist
ence exponents have been further repelled by 
Red China's warlike wing; war no longer 
threatens between Malaysia and Indonesia; 
Indonesia has withdrawn from the Chinese 
orbit; dissension within China itself points 
to purges, and the South Vietnamese are now 
and will remain free to choose their own 
destiny. 

Incidental reverberations have set back 
Chinese intrusions in Africa and Latin Amer
ica. In the briefly busy cockpit of the Carib
bean, the Dominican Republic has chosen its 
own way and the Soviets have learned nu
clear prudence in Cuba. 

President John5on's policy has been harsh
ly debated. But it has had its successes. 

[From the Atlanta Constitution, July 2, 1966] 
THE · INGREDIENTS FOR PEACE 

A room. A table. People willing to talk. 
That combination is the way to peace in 

Viet Nam, President Johnson has told the 
world. The alternative is an even higher 
price for North Viet Nam. 

The President has delivered the same mes
sage, again and again: America has no desire 
to impose military solutions. But it has the 
might and the obligation as the free world's 
greatest power to guarantee that aggression 
will be more expensive for the aggressors 
than value of any gains they seek. 

American involvement in Viet Nam was 
originally minor. It has grown, rationally, 
step by step, because Hanoi and the Viet Cong 
kept believing there would be a stopping 
point, a weakening of will, a weariness. 

Because they guessed wrong, they have now 
paid an awesome price. The Communist war 
machine has been dealt a stunning blow in 
the loss of a great portion of North Viet 
Nam's petroleum reserves. The deputy com
mander of the U.S. 7th Air Force calls it the 
"most significant, most important strike of 
the war." 

The carefully ordered escalation has been 
widely misunderstood at home, too. There 
are many who have counseled for two or three 
years the action taken only last week. Have 
they been proven right? 

No. For to have made an all-out military 
drive then would have given lie to a basic 
American policy. It would have disproved 
our contention that we wish no higher level 
of conflict than we are forced to take. 

And such abrupt action, taken without 
careful warn.ing and gradual escalation, could 
so have confused Russia and China about our 
intentions that they might have panicked 
into general war. Both nations are denounc
ing us now, but there is little sign either will 
do anything new in the face of the Hanoi
Haiphong bombings. They know the new 
action was predictable. 

Hanoi must realize it too, by now. And 
the North Vietnamese must know we hold 
even more punch in reserve. They can end 
the bombings now, without the loss of an 
inch of their own territory. 

All it takes is "a room and a table and 
people willing to talk respectfully." 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
U.S.S.R. TRACK MEET CANCELLA
TION 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. McGRATH] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker. the 

Soviet Union has announced that it will 
not send its national track and field team 
to the United States this month to par
ticipate in the scheduled Los Angeles · 
meet which was to have been a continu
ation of the cultural exchange athletic 
program began in Moscow in 1958. The 
reason given for this decision, a mere 2 
weeks before the meet was to have taken 
place, was that members of the Soviet 
track, squad chose not to come to Los 
Angeles to show their displeasure over 
the recent bombings of North Vietna
mese military targets. 

However, a study of past performances 
of both the Russian track squads and 
Russian propaganda use of those cul
tural exchange athletic meets indicates 
to me that it was not the activities of 
American airplanes which precipitated 
this decision, but rather the activities of 
American track and field stars, such as 
young Jim Ryun and Bob Seagren, and 
our squad of women athletes, considered 
the most promising in years. 

I have always deplored the use of ath
letics as a propaganda weapon, but de
spite the manner in which the Soviets 
have made use of these dual track meets 
since 1958, we have-and rightly, I feel- · 
continued to participate in good faith. 
We have done so despite a wide disparity 
in the conceptions of amateur athletics 
held by the U.S.S.R. and ourselves, and 
have held our own in these meets. 

It has been well documented that in the 
Soviet Union, top athletes in every sport 
are carefully screened and those chosen 
to represent that nation plucked from 
the national crop and carefully tended in 
special training camps where their sole 
"employment" is to train and practice 
their specialties. It is likewise well 
known that in our country, an amateur 
athlete must train for his specialty while 
earning his living, and many of our top 
athletes have withdrawn from Olympic 
and other national competitions due to 
their inability to maintain their employ
ment while preparing for competition. 

Despite this, we have traditionally 
fielded excellent teams in every sport 
popular in this country and some sports 
which are not generally popular here. 
, When the first United States of Amer
ica-U.S.S.R. track meet was held in Mos
cow in 1958 it was agreed that the com
petition would consist of two separate 
meets--a men's and a women's competi
tion. They were to be scored separately, · 
by pre-meet mutual agreement. When 
the dust had cleared in Lenin Stadium, 
the scoreboard showed that the Ameri
can men had outscored the Soviet men 
by 126 to 109 and the Russian women 
had won their meet by a 63 to 44 tally. 
As far as we were concerned, that was 
it-the American men and ·the Russian 
women had won their respective meets. 

But this did not satisfy the propa
ganda-minded Soviets, and their reports 
of the weekend's activities proclaimed 
that the Russians had won the intema
tional competition by a 172 to 170 tri
umph through the simple expedient of 
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adding · the men's and women's scores 
together. 

Despite this violation of the cultural 
· exchange agreement, we fielded a squad 
on Philadelphia's Franklin Field in 1959. 
There the U.S. men's team again out
scored the Soviets by 127 to 108 and the 
U.S.S.R. women outdistanced the Amer
ican women by 67 to 40. This time, not 
content with merely repeating their 1958 
claim to have won the combined men's 
and women's meet, the Soviet propa
ganda mills claimed that the overall 175 
to 167 score indicated they were widen
ing their "superiority gap" and told their 
Radio Moscow audiences in Asia and 
Africa that this "victory" was symbolic 
of their increasing mastery of all facets 
of the competition between East and 
West. 

And they went a step further. Amer
ica's men had excelled in the field events 
and short running races while the Soviet 
long -distance runners left no doubt of 
their superiority. Russian women out
shone America's female athletes in nearly 
all phases of the competitions. This, the 
Russians claimed, was proof that Ameri
cans may excel where speed over a short 
haul is essential, but when it comes to 
"stick-to-it-iveness," the Soviets have the 
stamina and determination to win out. 
The symbolism was obvious. Moreover, 
they said, American women, pampered 
and idealized, were t;lO match for their 
Russian counterparts, who forsake frills 
in favor of hard work and physical dis
comfort, they declared. 

In no uncertain terms, Russia has 
served notice on the world for two dec
ades that ahe will catch up with and over
take the United States in production of 
industrial and agricultural items, cul
tural activities, and athletic prowess. In 
no uncertain terms, the Soviet leaders 
announced their convictions that com
munism would overtake capitalism all 
over the globe. The way they have gone 
about it in the field of athletics gives 
Americans who will take the trouble to 
examine it, a good example of how their 
determination is implemented. 

Mr. Speaker, Russia entered the post
war era without any formalized national 
athletic program. Individual Soviet ath
letes scored occasional victories in dis
tance running. Russian soccer teams 
advanced in semifinal rounds in Olympic 
competitions. U.S.S.R.'s skaters ranked 
among the best in winter Olympic games. 
After Stalin's death, however, the new 
Soviet leaders attacked their physical fit
ness problem with two thoughts in 
mind-the obvious need for a healthy, 
strong, spirited citizenry to accomplish 
the tremendous tasks the Government set 
for them and, second, the propaganda 
value of athletic superiority. 

So the Central Committee of the Com
munist Party adopted a program called 
"Guidance of the Sports Movement in 
the Country," the motto of which was 
"Sports for All." 

Today, Russia has nearly 200,000 sports 
organizations with a total membership 
of more than 20 million. New stadia, 
such as Moscow's 110,000-seat Lenin 
Stadium, have been built and athletic 
grounds have been established at facto
ties, industrial settlements, parks and 

even in hotels·, apartment houses and 
collective farms. The emphasis on 
physical fitness and competitive ath
letics in Russian schools has been noted 
bY Americans during their travels in the 
Soviet Union for the past 8 years. 

An example of the manner in which 
the Russians operate in athletics can be 
found in the sport of basketball, virtu
ally unknown in the Soviet Union until 
1948. As the sport gained in interna
tional favor and was added to the roster 
of Olympic events the Russians deter
mined to become tops in this American
originated sport. Their observers came 
here, studied the game, and returned to 
Russia where they evolved a program for 
development of basketball players. They 
recruited a team and practiced without 
fanfare until they felt they were· ready. 
Then, with a 7 foot 3 inch tall center, they 
showed up at the 1956 Olympic Games 
at Melbourne, boasting that they would 
defeat the United States at its own game. 
They have not yet made good their boast, 
but tney are still trying. 

Ice hockey was approached by the 
Soviets with the same determination, 
and they developed a world's champion
ship team in 5 years. And on a tour of 
Canada in 1959, their "amateur" na
tional team lost their first game in an 
unaccustomed indoor rink, but then they 
gained a tie and won the next six 
straight games over the best of Canada's 
amateur hockey teams. 

Statistically, it would seem more prob
able to find 50 top competitors from 
among 225 million Russians than from 
among 190 million Americans. It is 
easier still when each of the 225 million 
is forced to keep his body in tip-top 
shape. And it is ridiculously easy when 
the Government need only tap the out
standing prospects and assign them · 
"jobs" which consist exclusively of de
veloping their athletic talents. 

Last summer, in Russia, the Soviet's 
male athletes registered some excellent 
performances and defeated the American 
men's team for the first time, and, as 
usual, the Soviet women outscored the 
American girls. The Russians. were un- · 
restrained in their glee as they trumpeted 
this victory to the world. 

But this year, things promised to be 
different. The performances registered 
during the qualifying meets for places on 
the 1966 American squad, both men's and 
women's, were outstanding, and appar
ently these performances were not lost 
on the Russians. Their track coach, 
Gabriel Korobov, had been preparing the 
ground for a massive Soviet defeat for 
several weeks prior to the announcement 
of the meet's cancellation. He told 
Russians of the smog in Los Angeles, 
carefully noting that Americans were 
"smog insulated.'' It seems that he 
eventually found the ultimate "out"
cancellation of the meet. 

Mr. Speaker, this seems an even more 
probable explanation when one realizes 
that, while the Russian track team will 
not compete against the Americans be
cause of our involvement in the Viet
namese fighting, the Soviet chess team
which will have no problems with either 
smog, Ryun, Seagren, or other American 
stars--,.will go through with its scheduled 
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cultural exchange "meet" against an 
American chess team. 

The cancellation of this track and field 
meet is deplorable, no matter what its 
reasons, Mr. Speaker. Americans have 
always felt that healthy athletic com
petition should be completely divorced 
from political considerations. I feel, 
however, that as long as the Soviets feel 
otherwise, it is far preferable that they 
show their displeasure over the North 
Vietnamese bombings by canceling a 
track meet than by foliowing the pattern 
they favored a few years ago-creating 
an incident in Berlin. 

CONGRESSMAN MORRISON RE
PORTS FROM WASHINGTON 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. MoRRISON] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, the 

follow?ng communication is a report 
which I am sending to some of my con
stituents entitled, "Your Congressman 
JIMMY MORRISON Reports From Wash
intgon." 

DEAR FRIEND: I am writing this letter to 
give you a report on my accomplishments in 
your behalf during the last 24 years that I 
have had-thanks to you-the wonderful 
privilege and honor of representing the 6th 
District in the Congress of the United States. 

I am also writing you this letter to ask your 
vote and support on Saturday, August 13th 
for my re-election to Congress for my 13th 
term. 

A mayor of one of our C'ities put it this 
way when asked of his opinion of JIMMY 
MORRISON: 

"In the first place you can't ·argue with 
success, and no man has been more success
ful in Louisiana politics than JIMMY MoR
RISON. There is, of course, a reason for this 
success, and I believe it is his hard work and 
dedication. No man tries harder or works 
harder to please his constituents. He is 
kind, good hearted, and generous, but over
shadowing all of this the greatest attribute 
of all is the fact that JIMMY is the same fel
low on all occasions and at all times. Unlike 
some politicians, he is the same after election 
as he is before, the same between elections, 
and just about the same year in and year 
out. I can say one thing; I never called on 
him but that he didn't put forth a great and 
extra etfort to help me. He doesn't just help 
elected officials like myself, but he helps 
everyone of his constituents who calls on 
him regardless of their walk in life." 

Quite naturally, I take the mayor's remarks 
as a compliment and I assure you that I shall 
continue to work for you, and do the best 
possible job for you as your Congressman. 

As your representative, I have always de
voted my full time to the countless prob
lems of our District. The many decisions 
that I have made over the years have been 
uniformly based on what you people wished 
me to do for our District, State and Nation. 

Without trying to be boastful, I think you 
will agree with me that the following proj
ects and actions were tremendous aid and 
benefit to our District and State. 

1. I was co-author of the Bill providing for 
$357,000 to dredge a 40 foot channel in the 
Mississippi River from Baton Rouge to New 
Orleans. This has greatly contributed to the 

great industrial expansion in Baton Rouge 
and surrounding areas which has added addi
tional wealth and thousands of jobs. This 
40 foot channel provides the Port of Baton 
Rouge with deep enough water for any type 
of ocean-going vessel. Some of our indus
tries required that this be do~e before ex
panding, and some of our new industries re
quired this before building a plant in the 
Baton Rouge area. 

2. The Indian Village-Port Allen cutotf 
project which I helped start in 1943 and 
which was completed a few years ago at a cost 
of $26,869,000 gave Baton Rouge and Port 
Allen the opportunity of obtaining the won
derful port facility which has meant so much 
t o the area. With this new lock and inter
coastal waterway large barges save 126 miles 
going and coming from the Mississippi River 
to Texas ports. 

3 . .I worked h ard to prevent the capital 
gains formula from being cha nged on pulp
wood and timberland-greatly aiding this 
important industry. After Hurricane Betsy 
left over $10,000,000 worth of timber on the 
ground, I got the Interstate Commerce Com
mission to give special low freight rates so 
that this timber could be hauled by rail to 
larger mills in neighboring states, thus keep
ing it from rotting. 

4. I have been successful in getting mil
lions of dollars in Federal Funds for the con
struction of post offices throughout the 
District. I worked hard for the allocation of 
$5,000,000 in funds to build the beautiful, 
new Post Office and Federal building now 
under construction in Baton Rouge. When 
the approval of this building was announced, 
it gave a tremendous boost to the economic 
redevelopment of downtown Baton Rouge. 
This is just one example of the etfect which 
new Federal buildings can have on the de
velopment and pride of a community. 

In addition to this the following com
munities have received approval for new 
or expanded postal facilities in the past four 
years alone: Bogalusa, $324,923.24; Ham
mond, $393 ,378.03; Madisonville, $12,000; 
Slidell, $115,000; Baton Rouge (Istrouma 
Station), $79,000; Tangipahoa, $12,000; White 
Castle, $77,000; Baton Rcuge (Foster Drive 
Station), $34,000; Baton Rouge (University 
Station) , $104,000; Abita Springs, $14,000; 
New Roads, $88,000; St. Francisville, $66,000; 
Livingston, $20,000; Pearl River, $40,000; 
Springfield, $17,000; St. Gabriel, $90,000; 
Mount Hermon, $17,000; Covington, $156,000. 
Port Allen has a beautiful post office and a 
new one at Holden is to be constructed. 
Pearl River's post office has been completed 
and btds will be taken in a few weeks for 
Plaquemine's post office. 

5. Below is a list of some of the Federal 
funds I have worked so hard to get for these 
local projects: 
Sewer Facilities, Gonzales _______ _ 
Sewer Facilities, New Roads _____ _ 
Sewer Facilities, etc., Hammond __ 
Sewer Facilities, Ponchatoula ___ _ 
Sewer Facilities, Darrow __ ______ _ 
Gas System, Varnado ___________ _ 
Water System, Tangipahoa ____ __ _ 
Dredging Bayou Bonfuca, Slidell 

(this helped the Southern 
Shipbuilding Co., which has 

$132,000 
165,000 
970,000 
410,000 
132,000 
120,000 
78,000 

one of the largest payrolls in 
Slidell)------------------------ 138, 000 

Sewer Facilities, water, etc., Den-
ham Springs _________________ _ 

Drainage, Amite-Comite Rivers, 
Baton Rouge _________________ _ 

Interceptor Sewer, Port Allen ___ _ 
Water System, Sun __ ___________ _ 
Two Water Systems, ('-mite __ ____ _ 

DO------------- ~------------
Drainage for Ward Creek Project, 

980, 000 

4,000,000 
15,870 
86,600 
92,700 
83,570 

Baton Rouge ______ ____________ 1, 600, 000 

These are but a few of the projects, as 
I have been successful in obtaining addi-

tional Federal fund allotments for various 
towns and cities in the Sixth District. When 
you classify these Federal dollars in jobs, 
thousands of new jobs were created. 

• 6. I have always been a strong supporter 
of the Federal highway system, and have 
worked hard to see that the Sixth District 
gets even more than its share of funds al
located for the new interstate highway sys
tem. In 1965 alone, $26,224,470 was au
thorized for construction of the system in 
the 6th District, and 4,150 jobs were created 
to date; $176,581 ,633 have been authorized 
in the District covering work on 132.5 miles 
of interstate highway and 156 bridges. 
When the entire system is completed, more 
than 237 miles of interstate highways will 
be located in the 6th District at a cost of 
$342,281,000. This is 40 percent, or almost 
half, of the entire interstate highway system 
of the whole State which is located in our 
Sixth District. I am proud of the fact that I 
was instrumental in securing approval of the 
construction of Interstate Highway No. 12 
from Slidell, through Hamm.ond to Baton 
Rouge-the so-called Military Highway
which had at one time been eliminated from 
the plans by the Bureau of Public Roads. 

7. For hospitals at Baton Rouge, Ham
mond, Ponchatoula, Mandeville, Slidell, Cov
ington, Franklinton, Livingston Parish, In
dependence, Jackson, Zachary, St. Helena 
P a rish, Bogalusa, Ascension Parish, Pointe 
Coupee Parish and others, I have secured 
over $26,000,000. I am doing my best to get 
more Federal funds. Just recently, I ob
tained $475,000 for Slidell and $475,000 for 
Covington hospitals. 

8. Devil Swamp Barge Canal in Baton 
Rouge received over $3,000,000 in Federal 
funds which will prove to be a great asset 
in the future. 

9. I have worked hard to get over $30,-
000,000 in Federal funds for L.S.U., South
eastern, and Southern University. Recently 
L.S.U. received a $3,700,000 grant from the 
National Science Foundation to use in ex
panding its excellent science program. 
Southeastern College in Hammond also re
cently received $400,000 for construction on 
its Hammond campus. Southern University 
at Scotlandville has received several million 
dollars in the past years. 

10. To give you an idea of how hard I have 
worked to get more federal funds for my 
district, I might point out the difference in 
what the people of Louisiana paid out in 
federal taxes a year or so ago and what 
Louisiana received in federal funds: 

Recent amounts paid in all federal taxes by 
all citizens of Louisiana in one year amounted 
to $827,640,000. 

Recent amount received in federal funds in 
that year, given to Louisiana and its people
$1 ,741,722,000. 

Therefore, Louisiana received almost a bil
lion dollars more in federal funds than Loui
siana paid in federal taxes. Think of what 
a billion dollars a year does for Louisiana's 
economy in the way of thousands of jobs 
and added prosperity. 

1L I have always worked hard to bring new 
industry into the Sixth District, and few dis
tricts in the United States have had as many 
new industries located in their respective 
borders, as has the Sixth District of Loui
siana. But I have also done everything pos
sible to cooperate with existing industries by 
offering my full cooperation at all times. For 
example, the folloWing have received federal 
loans with my assistance during the past 2 
years alone: Kentwood Brick Co., $531 ,312; 
Vulcan Foundry of Denham Springs, $98,000; 
T. K. Valve, $273,999 for its plant at Ham
mond; Wilson Steel of Denham Springs, 
$100,000; Grant-Lehr Corp. of Denham 
Springs, $125,000; East Ascension Telephone 
Co., $1,400,000 and many others. 

Again all of these federal funds mean new 
payrolls, with more people put to work. 
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12. Recently, through my: efforts in coopera

tion with the rest of Louisi~a's Congres
sional Delegation, $2,500,000 was given by the 
Federal governm.ent to L.S.U ., Tulane, Loyola 
and three other Soutb Universities to locate 
a research c.enter at Covington, Louisiana, 
which in all probability will develop into a 10 
to 20 million dollar institution. 

13. Fourteen states made a terrific bid to 
have the Saturn Project located in their 
area. I can point with pride that I played 
a major part in locating this project at 
Michaud and Slidell, and the operation 
promises to become the largest industry in 
the state. 

14. I have at all times offered my full co
operation to all civic and governmental 
agencies in the Sixth District and the state 
to provide for old age and welfare cases, un
fortunate people, sick people, and people 
who were unable to take care of themselves. 
During my 24 years in Congress, the Federal 
Government has assisted Louisiana and 
citizens o! the 6th District with well over $1 
billion in welfare and old age pension funds 
which have been matched by the state. 

Think of what this has done for our 
economy, like our crossroad country stores, 
small merchants and business in general. 

15. I have handled the personal problems 
of thousands of constituents who called on 
me concerning matters affecting veterans, 
farmers, working men and women, day labor
ers, elderly people, businessmen, and all 
those with problems who had occasion to call 
on me in the last 24 years. On each and 
every one of them, over 50,000 in number, I 
have done my best and put forth my best 
effort to assist them. 

16. I have done everything possible in the 
last 24 years to cooperate with and assist the 
oil and gas industry in the Sixth District 
and the State of Louisiana. This important 
segment of our industry has added much 
wealth to our economy. 

17. I have been a staunch backer and have 
put forth all possible assistance to aid the 
strawberry farmers, vegetable and truck 
farmers, tung oil growers, dairy farmers, cot
ton farmers, small truck farmers, chicken 
and egg producers, rice farmers, sugar cane 
farmers, beef cattle producers, and all the 
other farmers in our Congressional District. 
That is why my membership on the powerful 
House Agriculture Committee is so im
portant. I am a high ranking member on 
this Committee and am Chairman of the 
Family Farms Subcommittee. 

18. I have devoted an enormous amount 
of time to veterans' problems and have sup
ported all beneficial veterans' legislation in 
the past 24 years. I was a co-sponsor of the 
Cold War G.I. Bill, which recently became 
law and will help thousands of our deserving 
veterans. I was the author of legislation 
providing free air mail privileges to soldiers 
in Vietnam as well as air transportation at 
surface rates of letters and small packages 
to and from our soldiers in Vietnam. I was 
also co-sponsor of a Bill providing for mail 
airlift of regular mail to and from service-
men all over the world. · 

19. I am sure you recall the many times I 
took the Floor of the House to denounce 
Communism and urge my fellow Members 
to do everything possible to make this nation 
strong both within and without. I have 
worked for and supported all of our defense 
appropriations, and I feel that our only sal
vation to continue to be a free and great 
nation is to keep our country strong, both 
economically and militarily. 

20. I have always voted independently on 
all bills coming before Congress, always try
ing to vote as the majority of my constitu
ents wished or wanted me to vote. 

My friends, it is difficult to impreSs upon 
you how important seniority and experience 
are in Congress. No truer words were ever 
spoken than, "there is no· substitute for 

experience." As far as seniority is concerned, 
there is no greater valuable asset on Capitol 
Hill. I rank 31st in seniority out of the 435 
Member House of Representatives. In other 
words, 404 Members stand behind me in se
niority and only 30 Members stand ahead of 
m.e. For any of my-opponents to even match 
this record of 24 years of seniority and ex
perience, they would have to run, not in this 
August 13th election, but in the year 1990. 

With this seniority you have given me and 
the experience I have gained, I can continue 
to do the job you want done. When you look 
at this record, I certainly hope that you will 
go to the polls on Saturday, August 13th and 
cast your vote for my re-election. Remem
ber, please vote No. 8, and if you can, try 
to get some of your relatives and friends to 
do likewise. 

I will be most grateful. 
Sincerely yours, 

JAMES H. "JIMMY" MORRISON, 
Incumbent. 

EYE RESEARCH NEEDED 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Rhode Island [Mr. FoGARTY] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman ,from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, it is one 

of the great and growing responsibilities 
of the Congress to take appropriate ac
tion in matters concerning the Nation's 
health and to support the continuous 
pursuit of scientific efforts to control dis
eases which deprive our citizens of a use
ful existence. The evidence that we are 
carrying out this function effectively is 
all around us. The advance of medical 
science is so ra'pid, however, that we 
must be constantly alert that we do not 
neglect new challenges and new oppor
tunities in health research as they are 
presented to us by the scientific com
munity. Nor should we neglect glaring 
needs that are called to our attention. 

In recent months it has been brought 
sharply to our attention that the field of 
eye research is suffering acutely from 
such neglect. We have evidence also 
that, largely as a result of the support 
given to our medical institutions by the 
Federal Government, this field of eye re
search today is our major hope for the 
conquest of blinding eye diseases. We 
know that more than half of our citizens 
suffer from some visual malfunctions. 
We have been made aware that 3¥2 mil
lion Americans have serious, permanent, 
noncorrectable eye defects and that 
blindness is perhaps the major disabling 
condition in our country. Yet I am told 
by experts in the field of ophthalmology 
that more than 80 percent of all blind
ness is the result of diseases whose causes 
are unknown to science. 

Many of us in both the House and the 
Senate have become aware, Mr. Speaker, 
that it is imperative to the future of 
ophthalmic research in the United 
states , .and it is imperative to the health 
of our people, that there be created with
in the National Institutes of Health a 
separate and autonomous National Eye 
Institute for the conduct and support of 
eye research. On January 27, 1966, our 

distinguished colleague from Pennsyl
vania, Congressman FRED B. RooNEY, in
troduced a bill-H.R. 12373-to create 
such an institute and identical legisla
tion has since been introduced by numer
ous other Members of this legislative 
body. In the other Chamber. similar 
legislation has been introduced by Sen
ator FRANK E. Moss, of Utah, and, most 
recently, by Senator LisTER HILL, of Ala
bama. The bill introduced by Senator 
HILL enjoys the cosponsorship of 50 
SenaJtors. · 

The significance of this legislation was 
stated eloquently by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania in a recent address before 
a group of eminent ophthalmic scien
tists and I think the substance of Con
gressman RooNEY's speech is worthy of 
the attention of the House. 

!·ask unanimous consent that there be 
printed in the RECORD the text of Con
gressman FRED B. ROONEY'S address be
fore the National Committee for Re
search in Ophthalmology and Blindness, 
of Chicago, Dl., on June 25, 1966. 
SPEECH BY CoNGRESSMAN FRED B. RooNEY, 

DEMOCRAT, OF PENNSYLVANIA, BEFORE THE 

NATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR RESEARCH IN 
OPHTHALMOLOGY AND BLINDNESS IN CHI
CAGO, ILL., ON JUNE 25, 1966 
I am very grateful for the opportunity to 

speak before you today. I welcome the op
portunity to share with you, as a layman, 
some of my personal thoughts regarding a 
health problem in which I have an intense 
interest. 

And I hope to be able to discuss with you 
also. as a Representative in the U.S. Congress. 
what I feel are important elements in the 
movement to create a National Eye Institute, 
and to inform you as to the present status 
of legislation to establish such an autono
mous . unit within the National Institutes of 
Health. 

It is important, I believe, that we who are 
representatives of the people in the Congress 
keep in close contact with you who are the 
leat!lers in the eternal search for better 
health. Government's involvement in health 
research depends almost totally upon · the 
experience, the knowledge and the advice 
which is brought to it by the scientific com
munity. When government does become in
volved, it is essential that we communicate 
frankly and cooperatively in seeking objec
tives which will best serve the American 
people. 

It is not possible for us in the Congress 
to act upon needs and opportunities in medi
cal research unless our attention is drawn 
to these problems by the nation's physicians 
and scientists--or by a knowledgeable seg
ment of the public. 

Congress today is taking increasing in
terest in the problems of 'Vision and visual 
research. The beginning of this interest 
dates back ten years to the founding of the 
National Institute of Neurological Diseases 
and Blindness, under the National Institutes 
of Health. 

Since that time we have seen an intensi
fication of the eye research effort in the 
nation's medical schools. New work bas 
been started. New ideas have germinated. 
New enthusiasm has developed among young 
ophthalmic scientists. And we, your rep
resentatives in Congress. have been con
gratulating ourselves that things were mov
ing along at a lively rate toward the con
quest of blinding diseases. 

Then. last year, a report was published 
which provided us with a totally new insight 
into what was happening, and was not hap
pening, in eye research. The report, "Oph
thalmic Research: U.S.A./' was the result of 
an intensive survey. It was initiated and 
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:financed by Research to Prevent Blindness, 
Inc. and conducted by Dr. Thomas D. Duane, 
my good friend and neighbor in 
Pennsylvania. -

Dr. Duane's report opened the eyes of many 
legislators to the· fact that the government's 
investment in eye research had created a re
birth of interest and activity in the search 
for knowledge of the eye and tlie problems of 
visual loss. As Dr. Duane put it, we had 
created an infant of great vitality and with 
magnificent potential, but we were neglect
ing to provide that infant with proper nour
ishment. At the time of the survey less than 
$9 million per year was being invested in 
eye research by all sources of support, both 
government and private. 

The interest of the Congress was further 
awakened last year by the results of a public 
opinion survey, sponsored jointly by the 
Gallup Organization and Research to Prevent 
Blindness, Inc., which indicated that the 
American people feared blindness more than 
all other physical afllictions wit~ the single 
exception of cancer. 

These surveys, and the additional insight 
provided by expert scientific testimony before 
our House and Senate committees, have 
highlighted some facts which were never be
fore brought to the attention of your legis
lators. I am sure the public was not aware 
of them either. 

In the first place, we have been impressed 
by the opportunities that are present today 
in ophthalmic research. Many of us have no 
idea of the enormity of the problem. We do 
not know the scope of modern eye research 
and the many pathways that offer hope for 
the alleviation of visual disabilities that have 
been tolerated since the beginning of time. 
I am sure most of us did not realize that the 
advance of science in a whole host of dis
ciplines has made it possible to attack the 
conditions which cause blindness from many 
newlY.-discovered fronts. We began to see 
for the first time that a full-scale research 
effort held hope for success in the eventual 
eradication of the causes of blinding diseases. 

The second area of impact on us-and I 
must tell you that it has come as a shock 
to most of us-is the way we are neglecting 
these opportunities. I am sure that the 
Congress and the public have believed that 
eye research was moving along at the same 
velocity at which other scientific research 
ls progressing. 

We have found to our surprise that eye 
research has been proceeding traditionally as 
a part-time calling. For years it has existed 
in our medical institutes under the wing of 
departments of surgery. We were happy to 
learn that since Dr. Duane's report there has 
been a massive movement in our medical 
schools to give ophthalmology the depart
mental status it deserves. We are less happy 
with the realization that in the National 
Institutes of Health ophthalmology con
tinues to play a minor role among a vast 
assortment of neurological interests. To my 
knowledge, ophthalmology does not exist as 
a division of a department of neurology in 
any of the nation's medical schools. 

When we compare the need with the op
portunity, the support we are presently giv
ing to eye research seems inadequate. As 
legislators entrusted with the judicious use 
of public funds, we have become keenly 
aware that blindness is costing the nation 
tremendous sums of money each year. It is 
poor economy to provide for anything less 
than a total research effort in the field of 
vision, therefore. Dr. Jules C. Stein, Chair
man of Research to Prevent Blindness, Inc., 
recently said in testimony before a House 
Committee, and I quote: "It is time we 
stopped being content to pat ourselves on 
the back for all the good things we do for 
people after they are blind, and start moving 
vigorously into research that will wipe out 
blinding diseases at their source." 

I assure you that many members of Con
gress now share this view. We have come to 
realize that eye research has not kept the 
pace in a period of magnificent progress to
ward better health. It is not my intent to 
place the blame for this situation. It is a 
universal attitude that visual loss is a fact of 
life. From physicians themselves we have 
often heard that loss of sight is an inevita
ble part of the aging process, that loss of 
visual acuity is unimportant if it is correct
able through the use of glasses, and that we 
have done enough when we have encouraged 
frequent eye examinations so that conditions 
may be diagnosed and treated. They cite 
improvements in surgical techniques as ulti
mate advances. Yet I doubt that there are 
any here who are convinced that surgery and 
treatment are the ultimate goals to be sought 
in research, or that the eradication of con
ditions such as glaucoma and retinal dis
eases should stand in the wings, awaiting 
the advance of neurological science. 

It seems to me that the public, including 
the Congress, has been preoccupied with 
"ultimate" blindness and care of the blind 
in the mistaken belief that such activity is 
contributing to the prevention of blinding 
disease. This emphasis on the plight of the 
totally or legally blind has tended to mini
mize the true and terrible extent of the 
problems of vision that exist among the 
American people today. 

The Congress has become acutely con
scious of the need to assess accurately the 
extent of these problems. It has acted 
quickly and positively on the recommenda
tion of the RPB survey that the objectives 
of those engaged in gathering statistics be 
fully supported, and funds have been appro
priated for these purposes. 

However, we are aware also that there is 
deepening professional concern as to whether 
the statistics that are now being gathered 
have any application to the problems of to
day, other than to enumerate some segment 
of the population which is almost totally 
blind. There is growing concern as to 
whether or not these statistics are truly 
meaningful, or if they are indeed relevant to 
the problem of visual afllictions which affect 
our population. 

If we are to deal realistically with the prob
lems of vision that plague millions of our 
people, we must know to what extent dis
abling conditions such as glaucoma, cataract 
and retinal diseases have reached into our 
population. We have need for an assess
ment of typical segments of our population 
in terms of their visual acuity, whether or 
not they are totally blind. These questions 
cannot be answered through our present sys
tem of fact-finding, nor does it seem that a 
sufficient effort is being made to find the 
answers. It is said that one and one-half 
million Americans are blind in one eye-and 
I am at a loss to find any source to authenti
cate that figure. To be blind in one eye im
poses a tremendous burden on an individual 
and in many cases would indicate serious 
jeop~rdy to vision. Yet, if the other eye is 
healthy, not one of these people would be 
reported under our present system of gather
ing information. It is as though we had 
decided to measure the extent of crippling 
in the nation by counting only the number 
of quadriplegics. 

We are well aware of the difficulties in
volved in gathering detailed statistics on 
diseases and conditions that are not report
able to departments of health. Yet the Con
gress is becoming increasingly convinced that 
the problem of visual loss is far greater in 
its impact on the American people than is 
presently being represented to them today. 

If you gentlemen are to be provided with 
adequate resources from both governmental 
and private sources of research support, then 
you and I and all of us who are interested 
in moving vigorously forward in eye research 
must lose no occasion to change these out-

moded public concepts. The public is not 
aware that important research projects in 
eye research are being postponed or aban
doned because approved applications for 
N.I.H. grants have not been funded. Nor is 
the public aware of the impact on the entire 
field of investigative · ophthalmology when 
valid grant applications cannot be financed. 
The effect is not only to inhibit the activi
ties of established investigators, but to dis
courage promising young people from em- -
barking on careers in eye research. It is 
totally unrealistic, economically naive and 
scientifically unsound to train people, and 
then deny them the. opportunities for re
search support that exist in most other areas 
of medical research. 

I think you will understand then why an 
increasing number of Representatives and 
Senators are beginning to see the vital need 
for a separate Eye Institute within the Na
tional Institutes of Health. I have been im
pressed by the many scientific reasons for the 
creation of such an Institute advanced by 
the many eminent researchers whose advice 
has been sought on the subject. I will leave 
it to you gentlemen to discuss the scientific 
arguments that have been presented. I have 
heard it said that all the arguments in favor 
of the separate institute are largely economic 
and political, while the arguments against it 
are primarily scientific. This does not coin
cide with the persuasive case for a separate 
institute developed by numerous ophthalmic 
scientists who have had my ear. 

Speaking as a layman, it is only necessary 
to look at the record to be convinced that 
the only way to move ophthalmic research 
into the stream of scientific progress, the 
only way to get the answers to ophthalmic 
questions, the only way to gather informa
tion, to set realistic goals, and to carry out 
realistic action in ophthalmic research, is to 
put the vast and complex field of ophthal
mology under the leadership and direction 
of ophthalmologists. 

To the statement that the arguments for 
a separate institute are economic and po
litical, I would answer as a layman that we 
have only to observe the extent of the blind
ness problem and to examine the effect of 
neglect on eye research, to conclude that the 
present status of oph-thalmic research and 
training in the National Institute of Neuro
logical Diseases and Blindness is and will 
continue to be totally inadequate to the sci
entific needs of our time and of the future. 

I am personally convinced, as are many of 
my colleagues in both the House and Senate, 
that the NINDB is carrying out its commit
ment to visual research with the greatest 
integrity and the best of good will. How
ever, we cannot expect that those oriented 
to the broad field of neurology will look upon 
the problems of ophthalmology with the same 
intensity of interest and enthusiasm that we 
find among you who have been trained, have 
practiced and are continuously involved in 
investigation of every facet of the visual 
process. It is a matter of great significance 
to me that in its presentation of testimony 
before Congressman JoHN E. FoGARTY's sub
committee of the Committee on Appropria
tions of the House of Representatives, that 
the National Institute of Neurological Dis
eases and Blindness outlined its present and 
projected activities in what amounted to 72 
pages of fine type in the printed record of 
those hearings. In all this material, that 
which related specifically to programs in vis
ual research amounted to approximtely three 
pages-some three percent of the text-and 
none of it indicated the scope of planning, 
the intensity of activity or the depth of sci
entific interest that we believe are now es
sential if the progress of eye research is to 
move off dead center. 

If solid ophthalmic research projects are 
being held up, if the development of new 
ideas is being discouraged, if we are failing 
to take full advantage of promising oppor-
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tunities, and if scientific research is suffering 
because the present Institute is oriented in 
other directions, then I submit that these are 
indeed scientific arguments for a separa~e 
Eye Institute. 

It is for such reasons that on January 27 
of this year I introduced in the House of 
Representatives a bill to create within the 
National Institutes of Health a separate 
National Eye Institute for the conduct and 
support of research and training relating 
to blinding eye diseases and visual disorders. 
Since the introduction of that bill, 27 of 
my colleagues in the House have indicated 
their enthusiastic support by introducing 
identical legislation on the floor. 

As for the other chamber, Senator FRANK 
E. Moss of Utah was the :first to introduce 
the Eye Institute bill in the Senate on April 
15. I think you will be delighted to learn 
that we now have the full support of Sena
tor LISTER HILL of Alabama who, as you are 
well aware, is the key :figure in the Senate in 
matters related to the nation's health and 
welfare. Senator HILL himself introduced a 
similar bill on the Senate :floor just ten 
day ago. 

Senator HILL's proposal includes provisions 
for specific clinical research. Such research 
was merely implied in the wording of the 
bill I introduced in the House. 

It is, however, completely in keeping with 
the intent and purpose of my bill and I see 
no reason, whatever, why the two versions 
could not be combined for a stronger drive 
in the fight against blindness. 

We are confronted by one major problem 
in both the House and the Senate, however, 
and this is the sheer volume of health legis
lation proposed during the present session 
of the Congress. 

There have been nearly 400 separate bills 
directed to the Interstate and Foreign Com
merce Committee relating to matters touch
ing on public health. You can readily fiee 
that such a volume presents problems for 
Committee members and for the staffs of 
the Sub-committees. 

As a member of the Commerce Committee, 
I am pleased with the fact that the Eye 
Institute bill has been introduced by four 
of my colleagues. I have had indications 
of support from other members of the 
committee as welL 

The situation is only slightly less complex 
in the Senate. A large number of public 
health proposals are now pending before 
the Labor and Public Welfare Committee, as 
one would expect. 

The fact that Senator HILL has sponsored 
the mea,sure will insure its fullest considera
tion, of course. But the Senator has always 
been scrupulously fairminded in his ap
proach to priorities for legislation, I believe. 
The prospect for early hearings in either 
house in this session is not as bright as 
we might hope, therefore. 

It is interesting to note, however, that in 
the two days immediately following Senator 
HILL's introduction of the bill, he was Joined 
by 34 co-sponsors. This indicates wide in
terest in the Senate, also. 

In seeking passage of this legislation, you 
must bear in mind that we must depend 
upon you who are recognized authorities in 
ophthalmology and those sciences which are 
closely associated with ophthalmology. You 
should by this time be active in convincing 
influential people, including your own Rep
resentatives and Senators, that the creation 
of a separate Eye Institute is essential to the 
progress of ophthalmic research, just as I 
have been convinced by the forthright state
ments of the Association for Research in 
Ophthalmology, the Association of Univer
sity Professors of Ophthalmology, and the 
American Association of Ophthalmology. As 
members of such professional groups, and as 
individual physicians and scientists, you 
must be ready to present your arguments 
fully and clearly before the appropriate 

Congressional committees at such time as 
hearings are called. 

I ask you not to be discouraged by what 
may seem to you to be excessive caution and 
deliberation in proceeding toward such a 
necessary and logical objec~ive as a National 
Eye Institute. The voice of ophthalmology 
is unfamiliar, even in this -health-conscious 
nation. The responsibilities of the Congress 
are enormous and diverse. But I can assure 
you that it will move in response to the will 
of the people. It is your job-and I accept 
it now as my own-to demonstrate con
tinuously and enthusiastically that this step 
must be taken if we are to move intelligently 
and vigorously in our efforts to cope with 
increasing problems of visual disorders and 
blindness. I can assure you of my personal 
dedication to this effort. And I am confident 
of your own. 

Thank you. 

LEAVE OF -ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted to: 

Mr. FLYNT (at the request of Mr. AD
DABBO), for the balance of the week, on 
account of official business. 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM (at the request of 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD), for today, on ac
count of official business. 

Mr. GRIDER (at the request of Mr. AL
BERT), for July 14, 1966, on account of 
official business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin) tore
vise and extend their remarks and in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. FINDLEY, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. FINDLEY, for 30 minutes, on July 

18. 
Mr. PELLY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. QuiE, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. AsHBROOK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FoGARTY (at the request of Mr. 

DINGELL), for 20 minutes, today; to re
vise and extend his remarks and to in
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. ADDABBO <at the request of Mr. 
DINGELL), for 10 minutes, today; tore
vise and extend his remarks and to in
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. COHELAN <at the request of Mr. 
DINGELL), for 10 minutes, today; to re
vise and extend his remarks and to in
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. FEIGHAN (at the request of Mr. 
DINGELL), for 5 minutes, today; to revise 
and extend his remarks and to include 
extraneous matter. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks 
was granted to: 

Mr. FASCELL to revise and extend his 
remarks and to include extraneous ma
terial during consideration of the bill 
H.R. 15750. 

(The following Member <at the re
quest of Mr. DAvis of Wisconsin) and 
to include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. BOB WILSON. 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. DINGELL) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. RODINO. 
Mr. MooRHEAD in two instances. 
Mr. GIAIMO in two instances. 
Mr. JACOBS. 
Mr. RONCALIO. 
Mr. CALLAN. 
Mr. RoGERS of Florida in two instances. 
Mr. ZABLOCKI. 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 

A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker's table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 

S. 2947. An act to amend the Federal Wa
ter Pollution Control Act in order to improve 
and make more effective certain programs 
pursuant to such act; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO
LUTION SIGNED 

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported· that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills and a joint resolu
tion of the House of the following titles, 
which were thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H.R: 9599. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of the Interior to accept a donation by 
the State of Indiana of the George Rogers 
Clark Memorial for establishment as the 
George Rogers Clark National Historical 
Park, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 10607. An act to amend the Adminis
trative Expenses Act of 1946, as amended, 
to provide for reimbursement of certain 
moving expenses of employees, and to au
thorize payment of expenses for storage of 
household goods and personal effects of em
ployees assigned to isolated duty stations 
within the continental United States; 

H.R. 14888. An act to amend the act of 
February 28, 1947, as amended, to authorize 
the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate in 
screwworm eradication in Mexico; and 

H.J. Res. 1178. Joint resolution to author
ize the District of Columbia to promulgate 
special regulations for the period of the 93d 
annual session of the Imperial Council, An
cient Arable Order of the Nobles of the Mys. 
tic Shrine for North America, to be held in 
Washington, D.C., in July 1967, to author
ize the granting of certain permits to Im
perial Shrine Convention, 1967, Inc., on the 
occasions of such sessions, and for other 
purposes. 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the President, for his approval, a bill 
of the House of the _following title: 

H.R. 14122. An act to adjust the rates of 
basic compensation of certain employees of 
the Federal Government, and for other pur
poses. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

(at 6 o'clock and 19 minutes p.m.), un
der its previous order, the House ad
journed until Monday, July 18, 1966, at 
12 o'clock noon. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 

ETC. 
Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 

communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

2563. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation for the relief of certain enlisted 
members of the military services who lost 
interest on amounts deposited under section 
1035 of title 10, United States Code, or prior 
laws authorizing enlisted members' deposits, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

2564. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Installations and Logistics), 
transmitting a report on Department of De
"fense procurement from small and other 
business firms for July 1965-May 1966, pur
suant to the provisions of section 10(d) of 
the Small Business Act; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

2565. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a report on the valor of Ameri
can youth as demonstrated by the award of 
the Young American Medals for Bravery and 
Service for 1964, pursuant to the provisions 
of the act of August 3, 1950, Stat. 397-398; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

REPORTS OF COMMITI'EES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the· Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary. 
Additional and minority views on H.R. 14765. 
A bill to assure nondiscrimination in Fed
eral and State jury selection and service, to 
fac111tate the desegregation of public educa
tion and other publlc facilities, to provide 
judicial relief against discriminatory housing 
practices, to prescribe penalties for certain 
acts of violence or intimidation, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 1678, pt. II). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MORRISON: Committee on Post Office 
and Civil SerVice. S. 390. An act to extend 
to volunteer fire companies the rates of post
age on second- and third-class bulk mailings 
applicable to certain nonprofit organiza
tions; With amendments (Rept. No. 1696). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. BECKWORTH: Committee on Post 
omce and Civil Service. H.R. 16114. A bill 
to correct inequities with respect to the de
termination of basic compensation of em
ployees of the Federal Government for pur
poses of certain employment benefits, and 
for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1697). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 913. Resolution 
providing for the consideration of H.R. 15111. 
A bill to provide for continued progress in 
the Nation's war on poverty (Rept. No. 
1698). Referred to the House Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ADAIR: 
H.R.16246. A bill to amend title 38 o! the 

United States Code to increase the rates o! 
pension payable to widows of veterans of the 
Spanish-American War; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

H.R. 16247. A bilr to amend title 38 of the 
United States Code so as to increase rates of 
pension payable to certain veterans and their 
widows and to liberalize and make more 
equitable the provisions of that title relating 
to the payment of pensions; to the Commit
tee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. BEl..CHER: 
H.R. 16248. A bill to make certain expendi

tures by the city of Tulsa, Okla., eligible as 
local grants-in-aid for purposes of title I of 
the Housing Act of 1949; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

H.R. 16249. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to authorize an incen
tive tax credit allowable with respect to fa
cilities to control water and air pollution, to 
encourage the construction of such facili
ties, and to permit the amortization of the 
cost of constructing such facilities within a 
period of from 1 to 5 years; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BURKE: 
H.R. 16250. A bill to provide that certain 

television and radio receiving tubes be ap
praised under section 402 of the Tariff Act of 
1930; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CAMERON: 
H.R.16251. A bill to amend title XVIII of 

the Social Security Act to permit payment 
thereunder, in the case of an individual 
otherwise eligible for home health services of 
the type which may be provided away from 
his home, for the costs of transportation to 
and from the place where such services are 
provided; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. FEIGHAN: 
H.R. 16252. A bill to amend the Public 

Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965 as it relates to those areas to be desig
nated as redevelopment areas; to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

By Mr. FOGARTY: 
H.R. 16253. A bill to increase benefits under 

the Federal old-age. survivors, and disabil
ity insurance system, to authorize contribu
tions from the general fund of the Treasury 
to the Federal old-age and survivors insur
ance trust fund and to the Federal disability 
insurance trust fund, and otherwise improve 
the social security system; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma: 
H.R. 16254. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to provide for the rank of 
brigadier general for an officer of the Air 
Force while serving as Assistant Surgeon 
General for Veterinary Services; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H .R. 16255. A bill to amend title XVIII of 

the Social Security Act to permit payment 
thereunder, in the case of an individual 
otherwise eligible for home health services 
of the type which may be provided away 
from his home, for the costs of transporta
tion to and from the place where such serv
ices are provided; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. RACE: 
H.R. 16256. A bill making an appropric..tion 

to enable the Post Office Department to ex
tend city delivery service on a door delivery 
service basis to postal patrons now receivil:.g 
curbside delivery service who qualify for door 
delivery service; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas: 
H.R. 16257. A bill to provide !or the ad

ministration and discipline c ~ the National 
Security Training Corps, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. TENZER: 
H.R. 16258. A bill to abolish the office of 

U . .S. commissioner, to establish in place 
thereof Within the judicial branch of the 
Government the offices of U.S. magistrate 
and deputy U.S. magistrate, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROWN of California: 
H.R. 16259 . .A bill to amend title XVIII of 

the social Sectirtty Act to permit payment 
thereunder, in the ease of an individual 
otherwise eligible for home health services of 
the type which· may be provided away from 
his home, for the costs of transportation to 
·and from the place where such services are 
provided; to the Committee on· Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. COLLIER: 
H.R. 16260. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to authorize an in
centive tax credit allowable with respect to 
facllltles to control water and air pollution, 
to encourage the construction of such facili
ties, and to permit the amortization of the 
cost of constructing such facilities with a 
period of from 1 to 5 years; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DANIELS: 
H.R. 16261. A bill to amend title XVIII of 

the Social Security Act to permit payment 
thereunder, in the case of an individual oth
erwise eligible for home health services of 
the type which may be provided away from 
his homtt, for the costs of transportation to 
and from the place where such services are 
provided; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SCHEUER: 
H.R. 16262. A bill to amend the National 

Foundation on the Arts and Humanities Act 
of 1965; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mrs. SULLIVAN: 
H.R. 16263. A bill to amend title II of the 

Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to create the 
Federal Maritime Administration and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. WRIGHT: 
H.R. 16264. A bill to revise the Federal 

elections law, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. GONZALEZ: 
H.R. 16265. A bill to amend the act en

titled "An act to promote the safety of em
ployees and travelers upon railroads by lim
iting the hours of service of employees there
on," approved March 4, 1907; to the Commit
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HAMILTON: 
H.R. 16266. A bill to provide that certain 

television and radio receiVing tubes be ap
praised under section 402 of the Tariff Act of 
1930; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. NEDZI: 
H.R.16267. A bill to amend title XVIII of 

the Social Security Act to permit payment 
thereunder, in the case of an individual 
otherwise eligible for home health services 
of the type which may be provided away 
from his home, for the costs of transporta
tion to and from the place where such serv
ices are provided; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois: 
H.R. 16268. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to provide for the payment of 
pensions to veterans of World War I and 
their widows and dependents; to the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. CULVER: 
H.R. 16269. A bill to provide Federal 

financial assistance to State and local gov
ernments in an annual amount equal to a 
.specified percentage of the gross national 
product; to the Committee on Appropria
tions. 

By Mr. JOHNSON o! Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 16270. A bill to designate the Blanch

ard Dam on Bald Creek, Pa., as the Foster 
Joseph Sayers Dam; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. McDOWELL: 
H.R. 16271. A b111 to establish a program 

!or the preservation of additional historic 
properties throughout the Nation, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 
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By Mr. WELTNER: 

H.R. 16272. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow for deduction 
for contributions to candidates in Federal, 
State, or local elections to broaden partici
pation in political activities; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. STGERMAIN: 
H.J. Res. 1212. Joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution to em
power the Congress to regulate the distribu
tion of pornographic literature; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H. Con. Res. 829. Concurrent resolution re
questing the President to take such action 
as may be necessary to bring before the 
United Nations the question of the suppres
sion of freedom in the Baltic States; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS: 
H. Res. 914. Resolution authorizing a se

lect committee to investigate certain mat-

ters within the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare; to the Comlilittee on 
Rules. 

By Mrs. DWYER: 
H. Res. 915. Resolution creating a select 

committee to conduct studies and investi
gations of the administration and enforce
ment of Federal laws; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mrs. DWYER: 
H.R. 16273. A bill for the relief of Mr. 

George Zaharias, also known as Georgios D. 
Zaharts; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FALLON: 
H .R. 16274. A bill for the relief of Pablo De 

Ungria, M.D., and his wife Estrellita Gensoli 

Ungria, M.D.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HALL: 
H.R. 16275. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

William C. Jones (nee Librada Guevara); to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KLUCZYNSKI: 
H .R. 16276. A bill for the relief of Nick 

Karagianis; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. MAILLIARD: 
H.R. 16277. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Barbara K. Diamond; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H.R. 16278. A bill for the relief of World 

Mart, Inc.; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. TUNNEY: 
H.R. 16279. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Sabina Riggi Farina; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Hoffman-La Roche Indigent Patient 
Program 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. PETER W. RODINO, JR. 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14,1966 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I am priv
ileged to call to the attention of the Con
gress and the American people the indi
gent patient program conducted by the 
Roche Laboratories of Hoffman-LaRoche 
Inc., Nutley, N.J., a pharmaceutical 
house in my district. This pharmaceuti
cal company has pioneered in the insti
tution of this program in the drug in
dustry, for they have long considered it 
their obligation to make available a se
lection of their drugs without cost to 
indigent sick and handicapped patients 
in the care of private practicing physi
cians. 

It is in the highest tradition of Amer
ican medicine for physicians in private 
practice to care for -indigent patients 
whenever possible, and Roche assists the 
medical profession in this endeavor by 
making its products available free of 
charge. 

This splendid example of humani
tarianism was introduced during May of 
1962. All of the drugs are obtained by 
the treating physician who informs 
Roche of the circumstances of each case, 
the medication needed, and the dosage 
strength. Hoffman-La Roche does not 
require the doctor to reveal the patient's 
name and should the indigent require 
additional medication, the physician 
may write to the company and request 
additional supplies for as long as the 
patient requires it. 

I want to commend one of the world's 
largest pharmaceutical companies for 
the inauguration of such a program of 
merit. Once again, we see that it is pos
sible for self -sacrifice and the desire to 
aid our fellowman to overshadow the 
profit motive. Even though we enjoy to
day a most progressive and rich society, 

there still remain many unfortunate 
people who are suffering from the effects 
of ill health and poverty. 

The Roche indigent patient program 
is indicative-of the manner in which pri
vate industry can work to insure a more 
secure and comfortable life for our citi
zens. 

Effects of Revision of Residual Import 
Quotas 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ROBERT N. GIAIMO 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1966 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been advised in a letter from Charles W. 
Colsen, counsel to the New England 
Council for Economic Research and De
velopment, dated May 31, 1966, that due 
to revision in the residual oil import 
quotas announced by the Secretary of the 
Interior, March 25, 1966, quotations on 
residual oil in New England were down 35 
cents a barrel from the period immedi
ately before the quotas were removed. 

It is estimated by the council that this 
will result in a saving of more than $30 
million to the New England consumer. 
This, I believe, is sufficient evidence of 
the wisdom of the strong efforts made by 
all 25 New England Congressmen in 
bringing to the attention of the OEP and 
the Secretary of the Interior, the inequi
ties of the system of import quotas. The 
old system benefited no one and bur
dened the consumers of New England as 
well as placing unnecessary strain upon 
relations with those countries which are 
principal exporters of residual oil. 

We should be aware that under GATT, 
the General Agreement on Tariff and 
Trade, subscribed to by some 75 nations, 
import quotas are regarded as highly in
imical to the best interests of world trade. 
The removal of the import quota on 
residual oil is in line with GAT!' policies 
and I am sure will be so recognized by 

other signatories in future tariff negotia
tions. 

I am pleased to have had a part in 
bringing about a decision beneficial to 
my constituents as well as to our an
nounced policy of liberalized world trade. 

Lest We Forget 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CLAIR CALLAN 
OF NEBRA~KA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14,1966 

Mr. CALLAN. Mr. Speaker, a recent 
publication asserted: 

No nation is any greater than its agri
culture permits it to be. 

There is a great deal of truth in this 
statement. I believe that many of my 
fellow Congressmen have become aware 
of this fact in recent months. Those of 
us who represent this Nation's highly 
efficient and productive agricultural 
States have been aware of this truth 
throughout our lifetimes. The only 
change of mind we have experienced rel
ative to our knowledge of the essential 
role agriculture plays in this Nation's 
economic well-being is one of increased 
devotion to the cause of the American 
farmer and heightened respect for his 
productivity. 

As our Nation has shifted to an era of 
migration from the farm to the city, 
many of our citizens have all too often 
forgotten the farmer. When drought 
has stricken large sections of our food
producing lands, the city dweller in non
agricultural areas has given it only pass
ing notice. For the city dweller has be
come so accustomed to the shelves of 
plenty supplied by the American farmer, 
that he kn.ows despite the loss of millions 
of bushels of food, he shall not want for 
his next meal. 

We in America have been truly blessed 
with an abundant food supply. That 
blessing has been so extensive that too 
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many have been willing to take it for 
granted. In failing to respe9tfully rec
ognize the farmer for the vital role he 
plays in keeping American stomachs filled 
and American bodies nourished the gen
eral public has all too often done him a 
great disservice. 

When the price of food has gone up 
many have been too ready and too will
ing to caustically assail the farmer. 
They have chided him for his complaints 
of not receiving a fair price. They felt 
sure they were correct in doing so be
cause they considered it obvious that 
he was receiving substanitial income 
from the additional money they were 
spending for food. 

Some doubted our contentions that 
though the consumer was paying 33 per
cent more for food in 1965 than 1n 1947-
49, the farmer was receiving 10 percent 
less for his product than in 1947-49. I, 
and several of my fellow Congressmen 
from agricultural States have done our 
best to tell the farmer's story throughout 
the land this year. Our story has been 
a simple one-the American farmer, 
rather than being the principal cause, is 
in reality the victim of inflation .. I feel 
the farmer's story told in recent month.s 
has been communicated well. I think 
the American public has learned a lesson 
in agriculture and I sincerely hope that 
lesson can be cast indelibly in the minds 
of all consumers. 

Steadfast in his purpose, undaunted 
in his willingness to nourish the soul of 
our countrymen, and determined to 
blanket this country's fertile lands with 
abundance, the American farmer has met 
the challenge of hunger that has 
throughout history plagued man with 
sorrow and death. Not only has he met 
the challenge of this Nation, but he has 
contributed substantially to meeting the 
challenge of hunger throughout the 
world. I know, you know, and the Amer
ican people know that the farmer will 
continue to meet this challenge. 

Let us now resolve in this period of 
history when the eyes of the Nation have 
focused on the American farmer, to pay 
him his due respect, to assure him of our 
support and confidence and to pledge 
him the heartfelt thankfulness he so 
justly deserves. 

Rogers Lauds President's Enthusiasm 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. PAUL G. ROGERS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1966 
Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 

all of u.s who have been keenly interested 
in the future of oceanography were 
pleased by the enthusiasm shown yester
day by the President at the commi.ssion
ing of the Oceanographer. 

The President's call for redoubled ef
forts in marine science and technology 
should be a rallying point for our future 
efforts in ocean research. 

As the President pointed out, we have 
started on this trip into our la.st fron-

tier, but we still have a long journey. 
The President's endorsement of ocean
ography will help speed the journey. 

Community Development Districts-An
other Layer of Bureaucracy 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. TENO RONCALIO 
OF WYOMING 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1966 
Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Speaker, I was 

pleased to support the action of the House 
Appropriations Committee when, in April 
1966, the administration's agricultural 
budget was trimmed by $113,611,000 less 
than the original request. This restored 
funds for proven programs while cutting 
back where reductions were needed. 

One saving I favored, which was made 
at that time, was a $2,431,000 reduction 
in the request by the Rural Community 
Development Service. I agreed with the 
statement of the committee that existing 
Department of Agriculture personnel 
could handle the workload more effec
tively without an additional layer of su
pervision. But now we are faced with the 
revival of a similar request, under the 
guise of a new bill, S. 2934, despite the 
fact that the House already this year 
opposed expansion of the Rural Commu
nity Development Service. In addition, 
S. 2934 would duplicate existing govern
mental and private programs and would 
aggravate the problem of inflation. 

Thus far, the bill has been railroaded 
through Congress. Public hearings in 
the House Committee on Agriculture con
sumed only 2 days, time which had 
previously been scheduled for the more 
vital school milk and child nutrition pro
grams. 

A committee minority report expressed 
disappointment with the limited scope of 
the hearings, as the committee failed to 
hear representatives from numerous 
agencies which conduct programs which 
would only be duplicated by this legisla
tion. As the bill has been reported favor
ably by the committee, Mr. Speaker, I 
submit that the House should take a close 
look at this bill and vote it down when it 
is presented for our consideration. 

The proponents of this bill allege that 
it will make available to rural communi
ties the same type of development plan
ning assistance as is now available to 
urban areas. A regional "community," 
usually embracing several counties, 
would be organized through State action 
and a planning board established 1n the 
district with members elected by the gov
erning bodies of the various political 
subdivisions represented. Then the plan
ning board could receive a grant from the 
Department of Housing and Urban De
velopment to assist in drawing up devel
opment plans. 

UNNECESSARY DUPLICATION 

problems. Existing planning programs 
already are available to rural communi
ties on an individual or multicounty 
basis. Section 701(a) of the Housing 
Act of 1954 permits Federal planning 
grants to nine different types of State, 
local, and regional planning units. Of 
the grants made under this program 
through fiscal 1965, $43 million have 
gone to 4,500 small communities and 
counties, $23 million to 130 metropolitan 
and regional planning areas, and $15 mil
lion to 30 States for statewide and inter
state planning. 

In addition to this HUD authority, 
planning activities are authorized 
through the Departments of Commerce, 
Labor, and HEW, the Office of Economic 
Opportunity, the Economic Development 
Act of 1965, and the Department of Agri
culture. Earlier this year, the Appro
priations Committee noted that rural 
problems had been handled effectively 

· through the regular established agencies 
of the Department of Agriculture, which 
have been working successfully with 
rural people for many years. These 
agencies can function more effectively if 
additional layers of supervision are not 
added between Washington and the rural 
areas. 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE ACTION 

In addition, most States and localities 
have planning agencies of their own, 
both governmental and private. Local 
chambers of commerce are deeply in
volved in community planning. Com
munities in my State of Wyoming are 
participating in total community devel
opment programs as outlined by the Na
tional Chamber of Commerce. 

Another rationalization for this bill 
has been the argument that local com
munities are not aware of their opportu
nities under present programs and that 
this bill is needed to acquaint them with 
the various Federal programs available. 
But the Department of Agriculture pub
lishes an Agriculture Handbook which 
covers every program in existence. The 
National Chamber of Commerce has a 
clearinghouse service providing informa
tion on Federal programs applicable to 
local communities. Finally, myself and 
my colleagues in Congress are only too 
glad to help any State or local unit of 
government which is interested in uti
lizing a Federal program. I, personally, 
have processed hundreds of such 
requests. 

INFLATIONARY PROBLEMS 

With this country involved in a war 
and with the current problems of infla
tion, this bill provides for an open-end 
authorization, so that no one is sure how 
much money will be spent. Estimates 
have ranged from $5 million to $230 
million. 

The House should adhere to its previ
ous policy of supporting the well estab
lished and useful agricultural programs, 
such as the school milk and school lunch 
programs, while cutting back on the un
necessary spending represented by bills 
like S. 2934. 

The main trouble With the bill is that RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

it may create an administrative boon- The proponents of this bill argue that 
doggie which will prevent officials at any it would cure the ills of our cities by mak
level of government from solving rural ing the countryside more attractive. I 
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have long been an advocate of helping 
the people in rural areas in order to dis
courage them from moving to the cities. 
It is quite true that many urban prob
lems are the -result of rural maladjust
ments that have been neglected. But 
these problems will not be solved by more 
plans. We have plans to implement to
day, only if we had the funds to do so. 
The money that will be spent for plan
ning under this bill could be better put to 
use on current projects. It does no 
good to spend money on plans if you are 
afterward too broke to implement them. 
I represent a State which is largely 
rural and no one is more eager to develop 
this area than I am, but more planning 
boards are not the way to go about it. 

There is absolutely no need for this 
legislation. There has been no evidence 
presented which shows that there is a 
deficiency of rural community planning 
or that there is not sufficient information 
available concerning Federal programs. 
This bill would only confuse the situation 
by creating another administrative unit, 
duplicating present efforts, and continu
ing to aggravate inflationary problems. 

This session of Congress has compiled 
an admirable record of safeguarding the 
economy by reducing inflationary ad
ministrative requests. The House should 
continue to perform this vital role by 
defeating this unjustified and redundant 
legislation. 

Long Wharf Theater 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ROBERT N. GIAIMO 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1966 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, recently 
the National Council of the Arts awarded 
the Long Wharf Theater in New Haven, 
Conn., a $50,000 grant. I would like to 
tell ~rou about some of the unique inno
vations which the theater has instituted. 

The Long Wharf Theater is a year
round, professional repertory company. 
It could be called an experimental thea
ter. The distance between the play and 
the audience has been eliminated, not 
only by abolishing the proscenium arch, 
but also by conducting seminars after 
the performances, by discusFions betv1een 
the actors and the audience, and by free 
workshop productions. 

In addition to the regular perform
ances, Long Wharf has several special 
programs. These special programs en
able people who ordinarily would have 
no contact with the theater, to acquir~ 
an appreciation and an understanding 
of the theater. 

Young people have ber .. efited especia~iy 
from the programs at Long Wharf. The 
high school program brings the theater 
to the students and the students to the 
theater. Since October, the touring 
company has visited 33 schools. During 
the same time, 17,000 students from 110 
schools and 75 towns in Connecticu': 
Massachusetts, and New York hav.e take~ 
advantage of reduced student rates to 

preview regular performances. The 
Children's Theater presents plays which 
have been written especially for chil
dren. Disadvantaged students in all 
grades are able to attend produCtions by 
means of grants. 

The experimental programs also reach 
two adult groups which have limited in
comes. Grants have been established so 
that the elderly and the members of the 
adult literac.:' classes might a~tencl thea
ter performances. 

The grant from the National Council 
of the Arts has helped make these in
novations possible. It has enabled the 
theater to develop independently its 
unique cultural services and it has en
abled Americans from all walks of life 
to understand and to enjoy the perform
ing arts. 

Many of the successes of the Long 
Wharf project and the recognition given 
it by the National Council prove the va
lidity of the establishment of this coun
cil. Such work as Long Wharf's should 
clearly be supported, and I am proud 
to bring it to the attention of the Con
gress. 

Remarks of the President at the Swearing
In Ceremony for Barnaby Keeney as 
Chairman of the National Endowment 
for the Humanities 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. WILLIAM S. MOORHEAD 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1966 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, in the 
88th Congress I introduced legislation to 
establish a National Foundation to pro
mote progress in the arts and the hu
manities. 

This idea became a reality in the 89th 
Congress when the bill to establish a 
National Foundation on the Arts and 
Humanities was passed by the Congress 
and signed by the President. 

Today, Dr. Bamaby Keeney, former 
president of Brown University, was 
sworn in as Chairman of the National 
Endowment for the Humanities in an 
impressive ceremony at the White House. 

For the benefit of all of my colleagues, 
but especially for those who cosponsored 
the legislation, I insert the eloquent re
marks of President Johnson on this oc
casion. 
REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT AT THE SWEARING

IN CEREMONY FOR BARNABY KEENEY AS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE NATIONAL ENDOWMENT 
FOR THE HUMANITIES 

Carl Sandburg, our great poet and good 
friend, speaks in one of his poems of our end
less search for things beyond mere wealth. 
Americans, he writes, always come--

"To the time for thinking thin~s over; 
To the dance, the song, the story
or the hours given over to dreaming." 

Today we gather not only to honor Barn
aby Keeney as he begins a new chapter in his 
distinguished career. We are here to help 
our best minds find "the time for thinking 
things over"; to encourage our singers and 
story-tellers; to assist our scholars and 

thinkers whose hours of dreaming assure our 
years of greatness. 

It has been less than a year since I signed 
legislation establishing the National Endow
ment for the Humanities-only a few months 
since the members of the Humanities Coun-

. cil took their oath in this room. 
But in a short time, they have raised large 

hopes. Under the wise and spirited leader
-ship of Dr. Henry Allen Moe, the Council has 
underwritten 200 surr.mer fellowships for 
young scholars and teachers; 50 grants to 
established scholars in the humanities; 
awards totaling $300,000 to museums and 
historical societies for their education proj
ects. 

The council's grants are making our Amer
ican classics more widely available; assist
ing historical researchers; distributing re
corded classics to the blind; and improving 
the quality of educational television and 
radio. 

The new chairman of the Council and 
the Endowment, Dr. Keeney, is a product of 
a great public university-the University 
of North Carolina-and a gre2.t private one, 
Harvard. He served in World War II and 
has distinguished himself as a professor of 
history, dean, and president of Brown Uni
versity. 

But I know he agrees that his new re
sponsibilities will be the most demanding 
of h).s career. 

For Dr. Keeney and the Council will be 
dealing with far deeper questions than how 
to distribute dollars. They will be probing 
deep into the heart of our people and our 
society for answers to the ancient mysteries: 
What meaning has life? What purpose has 
man? 

That is the veil mank.ind has always 
sought to part; it is the mystery that has 
challenged and shaped us as a Nation from 
the first. 

Our first soldiers and politicians were also 
our first scholars and philosophers. The 
Nation they brought forth excited all men
because it promised answers to the ancient 
mysteries, new meaning and fulfillment for 
man. 

Ours was the only Nation ever based on 
an idea-that all men are created equal
that every man is entitled to life, liberty 
and the pursuit of happiness. 

But today, we still ponder the questions 
of the meaning of life and the purpose of 
man. 

We know the answers are not wealtr.., or 
weapons, or wise government. These can 
help make life possible--but they can never 
make it meaningful. 

So we turn for our answers to those whose 
profession is ideas; our scholars and writers, 
our historians and philosophers; our men 
and women, boys and girls of the Arts and 
Humanities. 

They have contributed as much to our 
national life as our soldiers and politicians. 
They have lighted our path for almost two 
centuries-and the centuries ahead ask even 
more of their mind and heart. 

That is why I have such great ho!J«:>S for 
the Humanities Council-greater, perhaps, 
than the Endowment's budget--but I know 
that small budgets can spur large imagina
tion. 

And if the council has only a small mem
bership and staff, I know that small budgets 
can spur large imagination. 

And if the council has only a small mem
bership and staff, I know that accomplish
ment does not depend on size. 

I think of the Council as a small spark 
which can give the Nation-and the world-
great light. · 

All of us, Carl Sandburg has written, are 
reaching out "for lights beyond ... for 
keepsakes lasting beyond any hunger or 
death." 

These keepsakes are not the products of 
industry, or spoils of war, or luxuries of 
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wealth. They are the old ideas, the old 
words. The older they are, the more their 
meani~g excites all men. 

Freedom is one of them: Truth is another. 
How well we preserve these priceless keep

sakes, Dr. Keeney wm depend a great deal 
on the work which you and your colleagues 
do. 

So I wish you well. I welcome you-and I 
am happy to be your witness as you take the 
oath of office. 

Thank yo·.1. 

Noted Americans Honor Washington Cor
respondent Ben Cole on His 50th 
Birthday 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ANDREW JACOBS, JR. 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1966 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, it is not 
hard to get prominent people to write 
perfunctory laudatory letters about 
someone on his 50th birthda;y . 

But it is impossible to get people to 
write letters of the warmth of those 
which follow, unless the p"'rson praised 
has a.ctually earned a warm spot in the 
hearts of those who do the writing. 

To paraphrase Will Rogers, I never 
met a man who didn't like Ben Cole. 

The letters follow: 
STATE OF INDIANA, 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Indianapolis, July 7, 1966. 

BENJAMIN R. CoLE, Esq., 
Washington Correspondent, 
The Indianapolis Star, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR BEN: Somehow it seems appropriate 
that you are marking your 50th birthday 
exactly ten days after the inauguration of 
Medicare. Fifty years are not the same as 
sixty five years, but they do demonstrate 
your determination to reach that golden 
age when Geritoi calls. 

Your long tenure as a scribe on the Wash
ington scene probably means ~rou have a 
book up your sleeve. Louis Ludlow wrote 
From Cornfield to Press Gallery. Your rural 
beginnings, your service as a political re
porter, and your career at the Nation's 
Capitol match the record of Ludlow re
mrrkably. But your record is Ben Cole's 
record and you have coYere.' the news of 
your era well. 

Happy birthday, Ben 1 
Sincerely, 

ROGER D. BRANIGIN, 
Governor of Indiana. 

CONGRESSIONAL STAFF DIRECTORY, 
Washington, D.C., July 8,1966. 

Mr. BENJAMIN R. CoLE, 
Washington Correspondent, The Indianapolis 

Star, National Press Club Building, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR BEN: When we first met during the 
Indianapolis mayorallty campaign in 1947, 
neither of us were thinking much about fif
tieth birthdays or Washington. 

This note is to tell you how much I ap
preciate the full measure of yourself you 
have given your friends during the short, 
short nineteen years that have, someway, 
passed all to suddenly. 

During those years I have usually agreed 
with what you wrote and have always agreed 
with your sense of justice, your kindness and 
your sincerity as you wrote. 

Together you and I went through an in
teresting period when, for all to short a time, 
we had a President in the White House who 
was younger than we. I expect we, and all 
those in our general age group, aged more in 

-those d ays than is possible on any one birth
day since. 

Congratulations. Happy Birthday. You're 
only one day older than you were yesterday. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES B. BROWNSON, 

(Former 11th District Representative, 
State of Indiana.) 

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C., July 11 , 1966. 

Mr. BENJAMIN R. COLE, 
Washington Corresponden t , 
Indi anapolis Star and Arizona R epublic, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CoLE: I join your many friends 
in offering warmest congratulations as you 
celebrate your fiftieth birthday. You have 
my good wishes for continued good health 
and happiness and a long career of covering 
activities in behalf of the people of In
dianapolis by Congressmen JAcoBs-first the 
father, now the son, and- who knows
maybe one day the grandson. 

Sincerely yours , 
JOHN T. CONNOR, 

Secretary of Commer ce. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., July 11, 1966. 

Mr. BEN COLE, 
McLean, Va. 

DEAR BEN: My warmest congratulations to 
you upon the anniversary observance of your 
50th birthday. I hope in the years to come 
you will celebrate many more bearing witness 
to years of health, activity and usefulness. 

When I arrived in Washington, of course 
we were friends already and had worked to
gether when I was in the Legislature and you 
were working in Indianapolis. I was de
lighted when you were assigned to Washing
ton shortly after I was elected to Congress. 
Both in Indianapolis and in Washington it 
has been extremely gratifying to work with 
you. You have respected my confidence and 
I think your reporting has been objective and 
of the nature that a reporter should strive 
to achieve. I have always found when I 
needed information or advice from a trust
worthy source I could call on you. This 
policy has stood the test of years and I have 
designated you a journalist of the highest 
integrity. 

Because of your pleasant bearing and op
timistic ~ttitude, you are always a welcome 
visitor and I know you will see through the 
window-dressing to the core of any matter 
we are discussing. 

Just let me say, Happy Birthday from one 
good friend to another. 

Sincerely yours, 
WINFIELD K . DENTON, 

Member of Congress. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND 

PUBLIC WELFARE, 
July 6, 1966. 

Mr. BENJAMIN R. COLE, 
Correspondent, 
The Arizona Republic, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR BEN: This is not the first congratula
tory letter I've had the pleasure of writing to 
you and I trust it will not be the last. 

Your tenure in Washington goes back 
much further than mine, of course, but in 
my limited time here I have come to recog
nize why you are held in such high pro
fessional regard by your colleagues in the 
press corps, your editors and publisher, and 
by those members of . the Congress whose 
offices you cover. 

Citizens in Arizona as well as Indiana are 
indeed fortunate to have a man like you re
porting in the capital. Your work has ,al
ways been distinguished for accuracy and 
fairness, and no public servant could ask 
for more. 

On the occasion of your 50th birthday, it is 
a privilege to join with your many other 
friends in Washington in expressing the hope 
that you will be covering the Arizona
Indiana beat for many more years. 

Best personal wishes. 
Sincerely, 

PAUL FANNIN, 
U.S. Senator. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Office of the Secretary, 

washington, July 8, 1966 . 
Ron. ANDREW JACOBS, JR., 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. JAcoBs: Secretary Freeman is in 
the F ar East and will be out of the country 
on July 12, when the reception honoring Ben 
Cole is to be held. 

I know the Secretary will be disappointed 
at being unable to attend this event. Please 
extend to Mr. Cole birthday greetings and 
wishes for success and happiness. 

Sincerely, 
JoHN C. McDONALD, 

Assistant to the Secretary. 

GATES, GATES & McNAGNY, 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW, 

Columbia City, Ind., July 8,1966. 
Mr. BENJAMIN R. COLE, 
C/ O Ron. ANDREW JACOBS, Jr., 
Member of Congress, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR BEN: I have been advised of your 50th 
birthday which occurs on Sunday, July lOth. 

I am indeed sorry that I cannot attend the 
reception which is to be held for you on 
July 12th. 

I want to congratulate you upon reaching 
the ripe old age of 50 years. 

It has been my privilege to have known 
you personally during one-half of that half 
a century and as you know, I have always had 
a deep affection for you and have appreciated 
the fine friendship that we have enjoyed 
through that span of years. 

I trust that you have continuous success, 
happiness and good health in the years ahead. 

I shall always remember you best during 
those years when you were covering the State 
House. I recall particularly the time that 
I sent for you to offer you a position in the 
State Government and you were under the 
impression that I had sent for you to be 
critical on some of the articles that you had 
written. You were greatly relieved when you 
found out that I wanted you to take a posi
tion in the State Government and that I was 
not critical of you. You, of course, made a 
great decision when you stayed with the 
Indianapolis Star and you have made great 
progress since that time and your friends are 
proud of the great success that you have had 
in the newspaper field. 

Again I congratulate you and I am sorry 
that I cannot be present at your reception. 
I do trust that before too long a time I will 
have the privilege of seeing you and enjoying 
a good visit. 

I am grateful to Congressman JACOBS in 
advising me of this occasion and giving me 
this opportunity to write yo~. 
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With kindest personal regards to yourself 

and family, I am 
Sincerely, 

RALPH F. GATES, 
(Former Governor, State of Indiana.) 

PHOENIX, ARIZ., 
July 12, 1966. 

Han. ANDREW JACOBS, JR., 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 

Deeply regret my inability to be with you 
tonight for reception honoring Ben Cole. He 
is an excellent correspondent, one in whom I 
have the highest esteem, and I only wish I 
could be there with you in marking his 50th 
birthday. The Arizona Republic is as proud 
of him as am I. 

BARRY GOLDWATER. 
(Former United States Senator, State of 

Arizona.) 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., July 12, 1966. 

Mr. BENJAMIN R. CoLE, 
The Indianapolis Star, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR BEN: It's a pleasure for me to offer 
birthday congratulations. 

And it's doubly pleasant to join in a tribute 
to you and your service to your newspaper 
and to the people of Indiana. 

Since words are your stock and trade, I 
couldn't hope to impress you with my Con
gressional rhetoric. 

I'll say only that I appreciate your interest 
in the Ninth District. I appreciate your ac
curacy and honesty in writing about me and 
my work. And, on behalf of all Hoosiers, I 
appreciate your fine sense of humor. 

Your friendships on both sides of the aisle 
attest to your integrity and fair play. 

Many happy returns of the day. 
Sincerely, 

LEE H. HAMILTON, 
Member of Congress. 

HANDLEY & MILLER, INC., 
July 10, 1966. 

Mr. BENJAMIN R. COLE, 
National Press Club, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR BEN: I couldn't pass this opportu
nity to extend birthday greetings from both 
Barbara and myself, and to wish you con
tinued health, happiness and success in the 
years ahead. 

As one who is already past the 50th merid
ian of life, I do want to reassure you that 
life really does begin at 50-that is if you 
just care anymore. 

I am only sorry that I can't attend Andy's 
birthday reception for you Sunday but, un
fortunately, HARTKE still has my plane ticket 
in his pocket, and has had since '58. 

Best wishes. 
Your old friend, 

HAROLD W. HANDLEY. 
(Former Governor, State of Indiana.) 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, 

July 8, 1966. 
Mr. BENJAMIN R. COLE, 
Washington Correspondent, 
Indianapolis Star, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR BEN: It gives me great pleasure to 
add my good wishes for continued success 
upon this most fitting observance of the 50th 
birthday of one of Washington's most out
standing correspondents, Ben Cole. 

My acquaintance with Ben dates back 
many years. I am proud to say that my 
esteem and appreciation for his fine talents 
as an excellent . journalist and a truly fine 
person have grown over the years and have 
become deeply rooted into a lasting friend
ship. 

Congratulations, Ben, for the splendid rec
ord you have made for yourself not only on 
the Washington scene, but also with your 
readers throughout the years. 

With kindest personal regards, I am 
Sincerely, 

VANCE HARTKE, 
U.S. Senator. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 

July 8, 1966. 
Mr. BENJAMIN R. CoLE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR BEN: I am indeed pleased to con
gratulate you as you celebrate your fiftieth 
birthday. Speaking from experience, I can 
assure you that the second half-century can 
be even more enjoyable than the first. All 
of us who have come to know you and appre
ciate your keen insight into the Washington 
world and to value your opinions and advice 
are indeed grateful for the service you have 
rendered, not only to those of us in the 
Congress, but to the public as well. I am 
sure that we can continue to enjoy the 
warmth and wisdom of your friendship and 
understanding for many years to come. 

You are an honest newsman-indeed a 
credit to your profession-and, above all, a 
good and dear friend. I am proud to be 
among those who honor you on this auspi
cious occasion. Many, many happy returns. 

With best personal wishes, 
Your friend, 

CARL HAYDEN, 
U.S. Senator. 

PuRDUE UNIVERSITY, 
Lafayette, Ind., July 12, 1966. 

Mr. BENJAMIN R. COLE, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR COLE: Recently I heard a jour
nalistic anecdote which may be an old one 
to you, but it was a new one to me. It goes 
like this. 

A new copy boy, working nights on a large 
metropolitan paper, stopped the night man
aging editor and announced that he had 
been a copy boy long enough, he now wanted 
to be a reporter. When the editor asked him 
why he felt he was qualified to be a reporter, 
the boy replied, "I've been watching them. 
It's easy!" 

I suspect that the readers of your newspa
per columns may be somewhat like the copy 
boy: your excellence and journalistic ability 
make it seem so easy. On the contrary, I 
know that it has taken dedication to duty 
and painstaking effort to interpret correctly 
for the enlightenment of your readers the 
many facets of the Washington scene. 

I send heartiest congratulations to you on 
this day, your mid-century birthday. I hope 
that all the readers you serve will continue 
to benefit for many years to come from your 
insight and uncanny ability to analyze and 
report the complex national and political 
problems that face our nation and affect us 
as individuals. Without reporters of your 
great interpretative ability, we citizens 
would be hopelessly entangled in shrouds of 
ignorance and misunderstanding. 

With many happy returns of the day, I am, 
Yours most cordially, 

FREDERICK L. HOVDE, 
President. 

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT, 
Washington, July 8, 1966. 

Hon. ANDREW JACOBS, Jr., 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR ANDY: Thank you for your kind in
vitation to the Vice President to attend a 
reception celebrating the birthday of Ben
jamin Cole to be held July 12. 

The Vice President would like to be able 
to accept. Unfortunately, he will be in St. 
Louis at that time. However, the Vice Presi-

dent has asked me t.o pass along his regrets 
and to thank you for thinking of him. 

With all best wishes. 
Sincerely, 

WILLIAM CONNELL, 
Administrative Assistant. 

JACOBS AND J ACOBS, 
I ndianapolis, Ind., July 10, 1966. 

Han. ANDREW JACOBS, Jr., 
Member of Congress, House Office Building, 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SoN: Ben Cole is a kind, generous 

and just man. His discourse is stimulating 
and always seasoned with good humor. He 
would never willingly hurt anyone. 

You are good to honor him on his 50th 
birth anniversary. He was your friend when 
you were a boy. He comforted me while you 
were away at war. He is my friend and I 
consider him one of God's noblemen. 

You recall that through the years I have 
told you that he was one of the few I missed 
when my constituency came to miss me so 
deeply it voted overwhelming for me to come 
home. 

May Ben h ave as many more birth anni
versaries. The world will be richer for every 
one. 

Love, 
ANDREW JACOBS, Sr., 

(Former 11th District Representatives, 
State of Indiana.) 

THE WHITE HousE, 
Washington, July 8, 1966. 

Ron. ANDREW JACOBS, Jr., 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I have been asked to 
respond further to your invitation to the 
President to attend the reception you are 
planning for Mr. Benjamin R. Cole on July 
twelfth. 

Although it will not be possible for the 
President to attend or send a personal mes
sage, he is certainly appreciative of your 
thoughtfulness of him and sends his warm, 
good wishes for the occasion. 

Sincerely, 
W. MARVIN WATSON, 

Special Assistant to the President. 

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, July 11, 1966. 

Mr. BENJAMIN R. CoLE, 
Indianapolis Star, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CoLE: It is a pleasure to join in 
paying tribute to a talented journalist. 

Although the term "public service" is gen
erally used to describe government work, it 
is most certainly applicable to your career as 
a seeker and reporter of truth. 

Best wishes for continued success. 
Sincerely, 

NICHOLAS DEB. KATZENBACH. 

MCHALE, COOK & WELCH, 
Indianapolis, Ind., July 10, 1966. 

Mr. BENJAMIN R. CoLE, 
The Indianapolis Star, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR BEN: Providence has given to Amer
ica riches, str~ngth, and power, and may I 
paraphrase Bill Herschell who wrote "Ain't 
God Good to Indiana" by saying "Ain't God 
good to The Indianapolis Star and its reader 
for He has given us Benjamin R. Cole, In
diana's greatest Washington correspondent". 
I regret that I cannot be present to celebrate 
the deserving recognition you will be ac
corded on your 50th Anniversary by your 
many friends in recognition ·of your great 
ability to accurately and fairly report the 
doings and happenings in Washington with
out slanting the facts. In so doing, you have 
ingratiated yourself into the hearts of us 
all and when the legislative history of Wash
ington during these years is written. the 
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historians will have to get the facts from 
Ben Cole's files. 

I am proud of you and of your great work 
and of the fact that I went through high 
school in Logansport with your beloved 
mother and your uncle, and therefore, I 
could expect nothing else from you. 

As the Irish would say, "May the good 
Lord hold you in the palm of His hand and 
may the wind be ever at your back" for many 
more years. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK M. McHALE. 

THE ASSOCIATED PRESS, 
Rochester, N.Y., July 8, 1966. 

Hon. ANDREW JACOBS, Jr., 
Congress of the United States, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN JACOBS: Many thanks 
for the invitation to join the birthday party 
for Benjamin R. Cole. 

As one who regards Washington as the 
news capital of the world, and who never 
ceases to recall with pleasure five years on 
the Washington scene, I would like nothing 
better than to meet with you, Ben Cole and 
the others-! never miss a Washington press 
corps rally if I can help it. 

I have a trip to the mid-West on Tuesday, 
however, so all I can do is say thanks again 
for counting me in and congratulations on 
the idea of honoring Ben Cole, one of the 
tops in the Washington press corps. 

With very best wishes to you both, 
Cordially, 

PAUL MILLER, President. 

THE POSTMASTER GENERAL, 
Washington, D.C., July 10, 1966. 

Mr. BENJAMIN R. CoLE, 
Washington Correspondent, 
Indianapolis Star and Arizona Republic. 

DEAR MR. COLE: I want to join With your 
many friends in extending heartiest con
gratulations to you on your birthday. 

May you enjoy good health and happiness 
today and for many years to come.· 

With kind regards. 
Sincerely yours, 

LAWRENCE F. O'BRIEN. 

CONGltESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., Ju,ly 11, 1966. 

Mr. BENJAMIN R. CoLE, 
Central Newspapers, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR BEN: Happy Birthday! It is a real 
pleasure to express my good wishes to you on 
your "half-century" mark-and it would take 
another half-century to say thank you for 
your friendship and many kindnesses to me. 
Arizona, as Indiana, is proud to claim you, 
and fortunate to have a newspaperman of 
your integrity, dedication and talent on 
whom to depend and call. Working with 
you over the past years has been a very 
gratifying and happy experience, and I look 
forward to many more years of this pleasant 
association. 

May you have many more happy birthdays, 
each bringing you only the best and happi
est years. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN J. RHODES, 
Member of Congress. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., July 12, 1966. 

Mr. BENJAMIN R. CoLE, 
Washington Bureau, The Indianapolis Star, 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR BEN: One of the real pleasures of 

being a Member of the Indiana delegation 
in Congress is the constant working ac
quaintance and friendship I have with you. 

Not only are you a competent and careful 
craftsman of the journalistic trade, but you 

are a true friend and adviser to those of us 
who represent the people of Indiana. 

In my three terms in the House, I have 
come to regard you not only as a fine cor
respondent and talented writer, but actually 
as another Member of the Hoosier delegation 
in Congress. 

We have all benefitted many times from 
your great store of governmental information 
and experience, and your wealth of Indiana 
and national political knowledge. 

I consider you, Ben, as one of the finest 
newsmen on the Washington scene, and wish 
to offer my sincere congratulations for your 
past years of service to your employer and 
the citizens of Indiana. 

My warmest wishes, too, on your 50th 
birthday. May it be the beginning of a very 
h appy and successful year for you. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD L. ROUDEBUSH. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, July 8, 1966. 

Hon. ANDREW JACOBS, JR., 
House of Repr esentatives. 

DEAR CoNGRESSMAN JAcoBs: Thank you for 
your letter of July 5 inviting Secretary Rusk 
to attend a reception in honor of your friend 
Mr. Benjamin R. Cole and to send a message 
of congratulations on the occasion of his 
50th birthday. 

Secretary Rusk has not yet. returned from 
his trip to the Far East, but in view of his 
very full schedule following his return I re
gret that he will not be able to accept your 
kind invitation to the reception or to send 
a message. I know, however, that he would 
want me to send best wishes on his behalf 
to Mr. Cole. 

Sincerely yours, 
DouGLAS MAcARTHUR II, 

Assistant Secretary for Congressional 
Relations. 

KNOX, IND., 
July 9, 1966. 

DEAR FRIEND BEN: I am proud and happy 
to extend my warmest congratulations on 
your 50th birthday, and regret very much 

· that I cannot attend Representative JACOBS' 
party in your honor on the 12th. I well re
call our fine relations during your tour of 
duty at the State House and I still enjoy 
your column in the Star. 

Best wishes to you and your loved ones. 
Sincerely, 

HENRY F. SCHRICKER. 
(Former Governor, State of Indiana). 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.C., July 10, 1966. 
Mr. BENJAMIN R. CoLE, 
The Arizona Republic, 
The Indianapolis Star, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR BEN: It occurs to me that July 10, 
1916, was a rather significant date in history. 
For example, on that day the U.S. House of 
Representatives passed the Omnibus Rev
enue Bill by a vote of 240-140, Pancho Villa 
issued a proclamation declaring his inten
tion to recapture parts of Arizona for Mexico, 
the French advanced to within one mile of 
Perrone in their drive to remove the Kaiser 
from France, and President Wilson told a 
World Salesmanship Congress in Detroit that 
the Democratic Party was a friend of busi
ness. 

Yet one must confess to a certain disin
terest in the aforementioned when they are 
compared to an even more momentous event 
of overriding importance-the birth of Ben
jamin R. Cole. 

Ben, we are indebted to your mother and 
father for their foresight. Without your fine, 
journalistic hand, life here in Washington 
might occasionally grow tedious. 

My very best. wishes to you on this birth
day. The entire ,. staff joins with me in the 
hope that the next 50 years will be just as 
you want them to be. 

With warm.est personal regards, I am, 
As always, 

GEORGE F. SENNER, JR. 

U.S. DISTRICT COURT, 
SoUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA, 

Indianapolis, Ind., July 9, 1966. 
DEAR BEN: Andy's much appreciated letter 

announcing your 50th birthday on Sunday, 
July lOth, and inviting me to the reception 
in your honor on Tuesday, reached me during 
my absence from Court while on vacation. 
I am grateful to him for the announcement 
and invitation so that I too can be among 
those of your host of friends to give you 
birthday greetings and best wishes on this 
happy occasion. 

I need not tell you of the high esteem 
in which I have always held you, both as 
a man and as a writer-my warm regard 
and respect for you, I am sure, have spoken 
that message many times. So it is with real 
joy that l-and Vitallas joins me--wish 
many, many more happy birthdays, and may 
you and your family be blessed with an 
abundance of good health in the years to 
come. 

Except for the distance that separates us, 
I would certainly be present on Tuesday. 

With warmest personal regards, I remain, 
Cordially, 

BILL STECKLER. 

UNITED PRESS INTERNATIONAL, 
New York, N.Y., July 6,1966. 

Mr. BENJAMIN R. COLE, 
C/ O Hon. ANDREW JACOBS, Jr., 
234 Cannon Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR BEN COLE: I regret very much that I 
cannot attend the reception that Congress
man JACOBS is giving in your honor on Sun
day, July 10. I am compelled to be in 
Chicago this weekend and will not be able to 
get back in time. 

Although I have not had the privilege of 
meeting you personally I know your name 
and your reputation quite well and I salute 
you on the fine work that you have done for 
your newspapers in Washington over the 
years. 

I'm glad that Congressman JACOBS is cele
brating your birthday and not your retire
ment. Carry on! 

Cordially, 
MIMS THoMAS.ON, 

President. 

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, July 12, 1966. 

Mr. BENJAMIN CoLE, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR BEN: Not only do I want to con
gratulate you for the singular achievement 
of reaching the age of 50 with your imagina
tion, professional integrity, and zest for the 
job undiminished, but I also want to con
gratulate ANDY JACOBS for having the fore
sight to honor you on this occasion. 

As ANDY noted, the first Congressman from 
Indiana you were assigned to cover was his · 
father. In a similar vein, when I came to 
Washington as a freshman Congressman you 
were the first reporter that it was my pleas
ure to become . acquainted with. The con
structive and understanding way you have 
covered not only Arizona news but my own 
personal part in it has earned you my great
est respect. I am happy to count you among 
my best friends and hope we are both around 
to mark the successful conclusion of your 
second 50 years. 

Best personal regarcts. 
Sincerely, 

STEWART L. UDALL, 
Secretary of the Interior. 
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INDIANA STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 

Indianapolis, July 7, 1966. 
Mr. BENJAMIN R. CoLE, 
Washington Correspondent, 
The Indianapolis Star, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR BEN: As you reach the ripe, young 
age of 50, I want to join your host of other 
friends in expressing appreciation for the 
fine job you have done and are doing to 
keep us Hoosiers informed about the Wash
ington scene. 

With your background of reporting gov
ernmental and political a:fl'airs in Indiana, 
you continually bring to us news and com
ments tailored to Hoosier readers. The fact 
that you occasionally deal with the antics 
as well as the actions of legislative and ad
ministrative leaders in Washington, and par
ticularly of those from Indiana, adds :flavor to 
the newsy reports and columns. 

John Barnett tells me the members of the 
State Chamber sta:fl' rely heavily on your 
informative weekly reports outlining the 
votes of Indiana members of Congress on 
issues. 

I wish you many more happy and success
ful years of reporting from Washington about 
Hoosiers and for Hoosiers. If our paths do 
not cross before then, I hope in any event 
to have the opportunity to visit with you 
again at the Chamber of Commerce Congres
sional Reception next spring. 

Sincerely yours, 
WA!.TER w. WALB, 

President. 

Mr. BENJAMIN R. CoLEr, 
%ANDREW JACOBS, JR., 
234 Cannon Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

JULY 8, 1966. 

DEAR BEN: Congratulations on y~ur many 
years of faithful interpretation of Washing
ton to Hoosiers. 

Knowing the characters involved as I do, 
I have a real appreciation of the quality of 
the job you .have done and sincerely feel 
that all of us have a much better under
standing of the problexns of our national 
government. 

May we have many more years of your 
wisdom! 

With warm regards, 
Sincerely, 

MATTHEW E. WELSH. 
(Former Governor, State of Indiana.) 

How Long Will the War on Poverty Last? 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. BOB WILSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14,1966 

Mr. BOB WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
believe the innovator of the war against 
poverty in modem times was the Em
peror Napoleon m. After his exile, he 
continued to write about this favorite 
subject in London. But even Napoleon 
III had the intent of ending poverty in 
his country, France. 

We had understood this was the in
tent here too-to end poverty yesterday 
if not tomorrow in th ~ United States of 
America, to wipe it out, to eliminate it. 
Alas, this does not seem to be the true 
intent of this administration. 

For Lyndon B. Johnson has allowed 
the Oftice of Economic Opportunity to 
buy a vast array of new office equipment. 
Included are such items as electric type
writers, file cabinets, film cameras, and 
a host of others. This monumental ac
quisition of shiny ne\7 supplies for the 
sumptuous offices of those directing the 
war on poverty can only mean, I submit, 
that the President and his aids expect 
our poverty war to go on a long, long 
time. I only hope that the purch:.ne of 
adding machines does not mean that in 
the back of the high command's mind 
is the thought of adding to the number 
of poor. 

The Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare, the Veterans' Admin
istration, and the Post o:mce, all agen
cies which have proved they can, given 
the chance, produce, have been ordered 
to cut new equipment to the minimum. 
The Army in Vietnam may have 29 items 
in short supply in the Vietnam war area 
as reported by a Senate committee. 

But Sargent Shriver's chair-borne 
home command is now adding to its rec
ord of having stamp lickers getting $50-
a-day record salaries, the best and new
est machines for their war in which the 
poor are often the chief suffti·ers. 

I would suggest that if the President 
does not intend the war on poverty to 
go on forever, he might at least order 
the new machines for the permanent 
agencies and let Sargent Shriver's circus 
employ their used equipment. Or maybe 
the mc.ney could even go to help the poor. 

Pioneer Spirit-1966 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. PAUL G. ROGERS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 1'4, 1966 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak
er, when the pioneers first started filter
ing into the south Florida area, the only 
contact they had with their friends and 
relatives in the North was by mail. 

The mailman of the last 1800's and 
early 1900's did not have to worry about 
a 70-pound limit or a ZIP code. He had 
only to worry about Indians, alligators, 
hurricanes, bandits, and sore feet. 

For you see, the mailman, aptly titled 
the Barefoot Mailman, serviced the ham
lets and towns between Baker's Haulover 
in Miami and Jupiter Inlet by foot, 
walking the distance of nearly 70 miles 
on the beach. 

As we grew sophisticated and the 
methods of transportation improved, the 
route of the Barefoot Mailman was aban
doned and assumed by more modern 
methods. 

But each year Boy Scout and Explorer 
units undertake the trip. They made 
the same trek under existing conditions 
as the Barefoot Mailman did some 80 

years ago. They sleep on the beach at 
night and walk by day. 

I would like to commend their in
centive and sense of history. I only wish 
that other youths might be inflicted with 
such a pioneer spirit. 

Address of Vice President Humphrey at 
Michigan State University Commence
ment 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. WILLIAM S. MOORHEAD 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1966 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like at this point in the RECORD to 
call to the attention of my colleagues in 
the House the remarks made by Vice 
President HUMPHREY at the recent com
mencement at Michigan State Univer
sity. He congratulated American youth, 
our greatest natural resource, and en
couraged them, while being mindful of 
the lessons of history and past traditions, 
to have the will to do and the soul to 
dare for the futw·e challenges and re
sponsibilities of this great country. 

The text of the address follows: 
REMARKS OF VICE PRESIDENT HUBERT H. 

HUMPHREY AT MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY, 
EAST LANSING, MICH., JUNE 12, 1966 
HUBERT HUMPHREY feels a kinship With col~ 

lege students. 
I like to be where the action is. 
I was raising Cain with the system before 

you were born, and as I am just beginning to 
get started, I don't doubt that I wm be rais
ing Cain when you are running things too. 

In fact, I wish I were being graduated to
day. I might have a better idea where my 
next job is coming from. 

Today I speak in a relatively new role. I 
speak for management. 

As management's spokesman, I wish first 
to thank you for service to your nation. 

In all these years of study, I am sure you 
thought you were improving your position 
to compete in the years ahead or to enter a 
profession. But you today are more than 
college graduates. 

From management's viewpoint, you are 
-valuable national resources. 

More Americans are in college this year 
than all the Americans alive when our na
tion was founded. More Americans are in 
graduate schools today than all the Ameri
cans who bore arms during the Revolution. 
Those are lots of resources. 

And we will need them all. 
For by the time one of you is likely to 

stand in this place at some future Com
mencement, the American people wlll num
ber more than 300 million-and the people 
in the world almost too many to even think 
about. 

And I need not recite for you the future 
needs and problems of those people. 

You wm be in charge. You will be re
sponsible for our national security and my 
medicare. 

You will be responsible for the education 
of my grandchildren and the freedom of my 
great-grandchildren. 

So I propose to take a look at you and have 
a talk with you. 
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But first, about your parents-it may be 

hard to believe but, in another century's his
tory books. the very people who ha-ve been 
helping With your ~uitton may be rank~d 
am.ong the greatest radicals in modem his
tory. 

Some of your parents might flinch tr you 
told them there were radicals in your family. 
But they have been nothing less. 

Theirs is the first generation in all of his
tory which, by 1ts own nand, has surrendered 
the privilege of telling its offspring: This is 
h<>w things are; this is how they always have 
been; this is the way the world goes. 

Your fathers and mothers were born chil
dren of hills and valleys. Today they see 
the galaxy itself. 

They have created amazing new systems 
of management, science and technology. 
They have found new and better systems to 
care for people. And I have been right in 
the midst of it With them, just as I am with 
you. 

I am not going to bore you with tales of 
the Great Depression, or of World Wars, and 
ot the hardships your parents faced. Nor 
will I recount the struggles that took place 
in our country to .achieve the measure .of 
well-being and social justice we have reached 
today. 

But I can tell you, it has been no pienle. 
It has been no improvised "happening." It 
has taken involvement, and hard work, and 
study, and .self-doubt, and passionate dis
agreement, and ftnally, understanding and 
motion. 

Progress has ridden no fast express. It 
has been a local all the way. Thus, as older 
generations welcome you aboard, I think you 
ought to know that they've not been <lool-
1ng their heels waiting for you. 

The generation of your parents has lived 
amid the floodwaters of history. Most of 
them have known genuine hardship. Many 
of them have lost loved ones on other con
tinents. Their old horizons have gone far 
off in space, yet they have followed, cautious 
but Willing. The world has come to their 
dinner table, and at times has seemed to 
stay a long while, yet they remain hospitable. 

They have made history. Yet to many of 
you, I know. it seems "the heavy hand of 
history." Remember this: The challenges 
they have faced didn't leave r·oom for some 
o! the niceties of today. 

They have had to meet trouble in large 
sizes. They have had to feed and clothe and 
house and transport and produce and edu
cate and struggle in big portions, just to 
overcome the clear and present perils of their 
time. 

Individualism has been the backbone and 
concern of their work. Yet to serve the indi
vidual, they have had to build on a scale 
which has seemed at times to dwarf the 
individual. By and large they have been. I 
believe, a resourceful and courageous gen
eration. And now, to you. I know, it seems 
they have hidden their history. Over the 
battlefield they have laid out the golf course. 

For those of you who have grown up 
within putting distance of a country club 
or Within walking distance of a second car, 
it is hard, I know, to recognize many vestiges 
of radicalism. "Where's the action?" you 
ask. And I reply: There's plenty of action. 
Roll up your sleeves and have some. 

Your parents had to fight desperately, :at 
your age. to .stave off poverty at home -and 
violence abroad--and they in large part suc
ceeded. 

Yet the challenges you face are far greater. 
and far more exciting, than those they faced. 
The scale of effort to be required of you Will 
be far greater than that required of them. 

For the fact of our time is this: The pov
erty our nation knew ln the Great Depres-

sion . . . the peril that mankind knew in 
World War II-these are nothing compared 
to the poverty and peril that surround our 
strong, rich America in the world today. 

There are desperate conditions of injustice 
and hunger and disease throughout most of 
the human family. 

There are, in human society, conditions 
which not only bring a sense of shame and 
insufficiency to those of us who live in such 
a blessed land . . . but conditions which 
can lead to the eruption of the little disor
der, which can grow to the small war, which 
can build to the cataclysm which could de
stroy rich and poor, black and white, be
liever and non-believer-all of us alike. 
- That is where the action is. 

This is the environment in which you will 
be in charge. This is the human adventure 
on which you embark. I believe you sense 
the full measure of what you face. I feel a 
sense of concern and of involvement among 
you. l have seen you in the Peace Corps, 
helping strangers. I have seen you marching 
down dusty roa-ds on behalf of .fellow Ameri
cans whose skin doesn't happen to be white. 
I have seen you, in VISTA, lifting the forgot
ten to a place of self-respect in life. I have 
seen you, standing calm, resisting the temp
tation r0f violence, .for what you believe in. 

I have seen you, wearing your nation's 
unifrOrm,, fi,ghting bravely for a cause far 
more difficult to understand than any we 
have defended before. I .have seen you 
speaking out, from deep personal conscience, 
without thought of personal popularity. 
You perform remarkably well in the system 
your parents built, yet I know that you are 
probing relentlessly to find your own per
sonal relationship to it ... desperately seek
ing identity in a society of bigness. 

For your generation, the old labels seem 
to have littl.e meaning. Whether you are part 
of the ''New Left" or the "New Rlght" or the 
"Out" or the "In," your concerns are far more 
for basic humanity than they a-re political. 
And .I think it is a mistake to see in either 
your protests, your reservations, or your dis
sent, much than can fit into the traditional 
political categories. 

Indeed, if much of <>ur political history 
seems to have escaped you, you are not too 
troubled by the loss. You are deeply and 
personally caught up in what matters today. 
You set high standards for yourselves, and 
you judge yourselves harshly. And you show 
a remarkable degree of serious introspection 
for the children ct prosperity. And I some
times fear that, in your introspection, you 
may come to believe you are alone. 

I tell you now that when you stand alone, 
you are not alone. When you speak out and 
act alone in America, you are more a part of 
this land and more a source of its strength 
than are all of the multitude who join in 
sllence, no matter how vast they may seem. 
"The most dangerous enemy to truth and 
freedom amongst us," said Ibsen, "is the 
compact majority." Oppose that compact 
majority, and you are sure to collect a few 
bruises. But I have found that the best 
remedy for a bruise is to collect a. few more. 

The more you speak out, and the more you 
act, the more you are going to discover that 
you are lending courage to a surprising num
ber of people whose feelings wm come to the 
surface in response to yours. 

True freedom in any land is a relentless, 
never ending _process of self-discovery among 
its peop~e. This you will preserve. !or our 
own land, not because it is your inheritance; 
nor because some destiny says you must; but 
because your own free search for individual 
identity in the living present, demands it. 

The strongest bulwark of liberty is man, 
free and in search of himself. A good 
number of your generation llave already 
learned this lesson, in search of themselves 

in places and causes i.ar distant from .East 
Lansing: Micll.lgail. 

It is your· opportunity to carry that lesson 
into forgotten corners o! our country--and 
of the world-where people have ne·ver had 
any reason to learn it, ·or believe lt. 

We face today the incomparable opportu
nity-in the red dust of South American 
villages, ln the neon minefield that ls Watts. 
California-to stimulate the Will to .seek 
identity and to discover one's course. 

You will be tempted to chart your prog
ress by Gross National Product or by trade 
indices, or by many other of the quantitative 
measures you so distrust today. 

Keep your distrust of these things. Meas
ure your progress by whether those you 
help-those who have known in their lives 
nothing but despair and defeat-by whether 
they can begin to have faith, by whether they 
can begin to have hope, by whether they can 
begin to find themselves. 

Yours is the opportunity to prove in the 
world what the generation of your parents 
has already begun to prove in America: 
That the course of history is not a mindless 
juggernaut we are powerless to control, but 
a fresh challenge susceptible to courageous 
action in each generation. I hope you will 
be sensitive to that opportunity. 1 hope 
you will waste no time in seizing it. 

'!'he story is told that Pericles of Ancient 
Greece in his later years came across a 
young lawyer of Athens who was deeply de
voted to causes, who wished to change im
mediately what was wrong in the world. 
Pericles chastized the young man for being 
too bold and brash-for concerning himself 
with things better left to older men. The 
older man patronizingly said: "Of course, I 
understand for I, too, was overeager in ·my 
youth. But now that I am older I ha-ve 
learned better. Take my advice -and do not 
become so Involved.." To which the young 
man replied: .. I regret 1 did not have the 
privilege of knowing you when you were at 
your best." 

Despite the fact that I represent manage
men-t here today, I Will tell you this: If you 
do not choose to follow, precisely the trails 
that others have blazed, then I do not tb.inlc 
we ought to count the future unsafe in your 
hands. 

In your search for identity and self-knowl
edge, you will have much to discover before 
you determine what is worthwhile, and what 
is worthless. But in -a land of individuals, 
better the mystery of the search than some 
counterfeit security. In ·a world society des
perate for change, better your dedication to 
it than your fear of it. 

.It is the special blessing of this land, that 
each generation of Amerieans has .called its 
own cadence, and wriUen its own music
and our greatest songs are still unsung. 

Peter Schoemann Honored by Wisconsin 
State Society 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CLEMENT J,. ZABLOCKI 
01' WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 14, 1966 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, yes
terday the Wisconsin delegation to Con
gress participated in a luncheon meeting 
at the Congress1ona1 Hotel at which the 
Wisconsin State Society presented 1ts 
first annual Distinguished Citizenship 
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Award to Peter Schoemann, president of 
the Vnited Association of Journeymen 
and Apprentices of the Plumbing and 
Pipe Fitting Industry of the United States 
and Canada, a distinguished son of the 
State of Wisconsin. 

I am happy to insert in the RECORD at 
this point, a report of the proceedings on 
that occasion: 
OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS FOR AWARD PRESENTA

TION OF THE WISCONSIN STATE SOCIETY 
OF WASHINGTON, D.C., TO MR. PETER T. 
SCHOEMANN, GENERAL PRESIDENT, UNITED 
AsSOCIATION OF JOURNEYMEN AND APPREN
TICES OF THE PLUMBING AND PIPE FITTING 
INDUSTRY OF THE UNITED STATES AND CAN
ADA, WASHINGTON, D.C., JULY 13, 1966 

(Mr. Jerome 0. Hendrickson, President, Wis
consin State Society of Washington, D.C., 
presiding) 
Mr. HENDRICKSON. The invocation Will be 

delivered by Bishop Tanner. 
Bishop TANNER. For the invocation today 

I have chosen the Blessing of St. Benedict: 
0 Thou who clothest the lilies and feedest 
the birds of the sky, who leadest the lambs 
to the pasture and the hart to the water
side, who has multiplied loaves and fishes 
and converted water into wine, do Thou 
come to our table as Guest and Giver to dine. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. We are happy to see you 
today. I want to read some communications: 
John Cosgrove, Assistant Director in the Ex
ecutive Office of the President, Office of Emer
gency Planning wrote as follows: 

"Dear Mr. Hendrickson: I deeply appreciate 
the invitation of the Wisconsin State Society 
to honor Mr. Peter T. Schoemann on the oc
casion of the presentation of the Distin
guished Citizenship Award to him on July 
13, 1966. 

"I regret that I cannot be with you. Noth
ing would give me greater pleasure than 
joining in so deserved a recognition. I 
worked with Mr. Schoemann in his capacity 
of Chairman of the Standing Constitutional 
Committee on Education of the AFL-CIO, 
and know of his contributions to education 
in general and the National Defense Educa
tion Act in particular. His dedication, in
tegrity and qualities of leadership continue to 
be an inspiration to all of us who have the 
privilege of associating with him in what
ever capacity. 

"Please extend my regrets and cordial best 
wishes to Mr. Schoemann on this important 
occasion." 

I also would like to read a telegram from 
the Staff of the Milwaukee Labor Press: 

"Our best wishes on being designated Wis
consin's most outstanding national labor 
leader. May God continue to bless your fu
ture endeavors as he has in the past." 

I would like to ttlake some introductions: 
Mr. James P. Schoemann, the son of the 

man we are honoring this afternoon. Jim 
Schoemann is the Administrator of the In
ternational Training Fund, a joint labor 
management trust which extends financial 
and technical assistance for the apprentice 
and journeyman training of the plumbers 
and pipefitters; 

Congressman ROBERT W. KASTENMEIER, 
Representative of the 2nd District of Wis
consin; 

Andrew J. Biemiller of Milwaukee, former 
member of our Wisconsin Congressional 
Delegation and currently Legislative Director 
of the AFL-CIO; 

John Loomis, a Vice President of the Wis
consin State Society and former General 
Counsel of the Agency for International 
Development; 

William F. Schnitzler, Secretary-Treasurer 
of the AFL-CIO and a colleague of our hon-

ored guest on the AFL-CIO Executive Coun
cil; 

The Treasurer of the Wisconsin State So
ciety, Charlotte Norris; 

Casey Ireland, Secretary of the Wisconsin 
State Society; 

Congressman LYNN E. STALBAUM, from the 
1st District of Wisconsin; 

Charles Donahue, Solicitor of the Depart
ment of Labor and former Research Direc
tor of the United Association of Plumbers 
and Pipefitters; 

Congressman JOHN A. RACE from the 6th 
District of Wisconsin; 

The Most Reverend Bishop Paul F. Tanner, 
native son of Milwaukee and the General 
Secretary of the National Catholic Welfare 
Conference; 

The Honorable John F. Henning, Under
secretary of Labor; 

Congressman HENRY S. RUEss, past Presi
dent of the Wisconsin State Society and 
Representative of the 5th District. 

We had expected to have with us today 
at the head table Mr. Martin J. Ward, Gen
eral Secretary-Treasurer of th~ United As
sociation of Plumbers and Pipefitters, who 
was regrettably called away to Chicago yes
terday by the untimely death of his father. 

My Executive Committee directed that this 
presentation ceremony be bipartisan, and we 
are very fortunate to have received accept
ances from the two Wisconsin Members of 
the House of Representatives who have the 
longest term of service for their respective 
parties. 

Our Democratic Representative is a mem
ber of the Foreign Affairs Committee. It 
is my distinct pleasure to present Representa
tive CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI, Representative 
from the 4th District of Wisconsin. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Thank you, Mr. Hendrick
so:a. 

Your Excellency, Bishop Tanner, our Hon
ored Guest, my Colleagues, distinguished 
guests, this is truly a great privilege for me 
to be able to say a few words today as the 
Wisconsin State Society honors one of 
America's outstanding labor leaders and a 
fine son of Wisconsin, Peter T. Schoemann. 

Knowing you as I do-your vast energies, 
your broad range of interests and your 
searching intellect--it is not easy to select 
one or two topics to dwell on in the few 
minutes alloted to me. 

Since this week in Congress we are con
sidering the Foreign Aid Bill, I think it ap
propriate to dwell briefiy on the contribu
tions which Pete Schoemann and the Ameri
can labor movement are making to Ameri
can policies and programs abroad. 

As you all know, the AFL-CIO has sup
ported the President 100 percent on Viet
nam and our efforts to block communist 
aggression there and everywhere. 

Pete Schoemann has been one of the 
most outspoken of our labor leaders on this 
subject. He has frequently stated his sup
port for President Meany's vigorous anti
communist stance on the part of Ameri
can labor in international labor circles. 
Among labor leaders from other nations 
he has been a constant, effective proponent 
of U.S. policies. 

To me, Pete Schoemann represents the 
dedication to the American way of life of 
the labor movement in this country. 

Communism, as you know, has classically 
aimed its appeals at the workers of the 
world, promising them a paramount place 
in their "new society." 

American labor has rejected these bland
ishmEmts and, for the most part, has re
fused even to toy with the suggestion that 
there might be something to gain under 
communism. 

At the same time, our trade unions have 
been in the forefront of the free labor move-

ment of the world. They have tried to im
press upon the workers in other countries 
the benefits which can be obtained through 
participation in a democratic system. 

· In short, Pete Schoemann and other 
American labor leaders have not been con
tent to be merely anti-communist. Rather, 
they have made, and are making, vigorous 
efforts to promote free institutions abroad 
which can act as a bulwark against Marx
ist philosophies, and rarely has any effort 
had such success as that undertaken by the 
labor movement. 

For example, the Foreign Aid Bill now be
fore the House contains a provision for as
sisting labor's efforts at providing low-cost 
housing for workers in Latin America. 

American labor has invested millions of 
dollars and much time and effort in dem
onstrating U.S. techniques for building, fi
nancing and marketing privately developed 
housing. In .doing so our trade unions have 
helped alleviate a crying need for decent 
housing for Latin American workers. 

But Pete Schoemann can tell you much 
more about this labor program than I can. 
He has been in the forefront of these efforts, 
as he has been in the forefront of other 
progressive projects of American labor. 

Because of his leadership, Pete has gained 
tremendous respect here on Capitol Hill and 
in the Executive agencies downtown. He has 
become well known in the past few years 
as one of the most vocal and effective spokes
men for the labor movement. 

His fellow plumbers and pipefitters are all 
indeed fortunate to have such an able lead
er, and a man who is unafraid to speak out 
courageously on those public issues which 
touch the welfare of his own membership 
and the entire labor movement. 

It is our hope that this Citizenship Award 
from your fellow Wisconsinites will-in 
some measure-express the general recogni
tion which exists in Washington for the fine 
contribution which you, Pete Schoemann, 
are making to the labor· movement and the 
progress of our nation. 

Congratulations! 
Mr. HENDRICKSON. Now, we are privileged 

to call upon Representative ALVIN E. 
O'KoNSKI, of the lOth District of Wisconsin. 

Mr. O'KoNSKI. Mr. Chairman, distin
guished guests and my colleagues in the 
House: After the very appropriate remarks 
made by Clem, I think that any words will 
merely be supplementary to the wonderful 
thoughts that he has expressed. 

It is a great privilege for me, Pete, to be 
here and to take part in the ceremonies 
honoring your great service and your great 
contribution. 

Just because we are honoring and award
ing you today doesn't mean we are asking 
you to quit and to give up. You are still 
young in spirit, you are still young in heart, 
and you still look young. 

Pete, people of America, people of Wis
consin, and people of the world I think have 
good memories of your dedicated services 
to mankind. 

You know it is an accomplishment to be 
singled out in your life for a single accom
plishment. It is an honor to be designated 
as a great labor leader and to be designated 
so in one field. That in itself is honor 
enough. But when you have a man who 
is singled our not only for his contribution 
to labor but for his contribution to another 
field of activity, then I think that is a real 
achievement and real accomplishment. 

Peter is known in the field of education for 
his accomplishment in that field just as 
he is known for his accomplishment and 
achievement in the field of labor. 

There are hundreds of thousands of young 
people in America today who are enjoying 
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the privilege of education because Pete was a. 
forerunner ln that field. Because Pete felt 
what good does it do to bring all these 
emoluments to labor if they don't have the 
privileges and benefits of getting the fruits 
of that labor, namely, getting their children 
adequate education. 

One of the reasons the United States of 
America ranks as high as it does in the field 
of vocational education is because of the 
pioneering spirit and the tenacity of Pete 
Schoemann over here the man we are honor
ing today. He started in the State of Wis
consin where he is not only known as a 
labor leader but as a leader in education 
as well. 

Incidentally, I first heard about Pete 
Schoemann not about the labor movement, 
I heard about his work in the field of edu
cation in Wisconsin. .He was on the school 
board of Milwaukee. I believe he is the only 
living--or dead--citizen of Wisconsin who 
.bas been honored by three governors of three 
different parties. Ordinarily most states 
have only two parties. We have three. Wis
consin always offers more. 

But here was a man singly honored not by 
<>ne governor of one party but honored by 
three governors of the State of Wisconsin 
that needed his consultation and work and 
his effort in the field of education. 

I just want to say to be recognized in 
the world for just one achievement is a good 
thing but when a man is recognized for the 
things you have done in the field of educa
tion, besides the things you have done in the 
field of the labor movement, it is a double 
honor. 

I am privilege indeed to stand before these 
people and pay tribute to you and pay you 
honor. You deserve it. No man deserves it 
more. 

Apart from his direct activities within the 
labor movement, Pete Schoemann's favorite 
extracurricular activity-if I ma.y call it 
that-has certainly been his interest in edu
cation; and this is of particular interest to 
me as a former teacher. 

Many years ago, when he chose to become 
active in politics in Milwaukee, his interest 
in education led him to choose membership 
on the school board as a target of his efforts. 
He was a member of the Milwaukee Board of 
School Directors for 21 years and was twice 
president of the Board. 

His involveme.nt has included all kinds of 
education, . both academic and vocational, 
and at all levels. 

For 18 years, he was a member of the Wis
consin State Board of Vocational Education, 
serving under Wisconsin governors of three 
different political parties. He was also pres
ldent of the Board for seven years. 

Long before he came to Washington, then, 
in order to take over as president of his own 
jnternational union, Pete Schoemann had 
captured the spirit of organized labor's tra
ditional stand of as much education as pos
sible, and for as many people as possible, in 
the United States. 

President Meany of the AFL-CIO made 
an excellent choice in selecting Pete Schoe
mann to be the Chairman of the AFI.r-CIO 
Committee on Education, in which capacity 
he often appears before committees of both 
Houses of Congress to present the AFL-CIO's 
position on various education bills. 

Once upon a time, it seemed that the bar
Tiers to eventual passage of federal aid to 
primary and secondary education were prac
tically insuperable. Those barriers have 
finally been broken down, and for this 
:achievement, the school community-the 
school boards, the supervisors, and the teach
ers--owe a lasting debt of gratitude to their 
friends in the American trade union move
ment who kept up the fight year after year 

and never gave up in the face of what 
amounted at times to very discouraging odds. 
This persevering and very effective assistance 
is personified in labor leaders like Pete 
Schoemann who long ago recognized that it 
would profit little to achieve better wages 
and shorter hours and improved working 
conditions for themselves, if they could not 
help their children prepare for a richer and 
fuller life than they themselves had known. 

Peter Schoemann's dedication to improve
ment of the educational system has always 
been reflected in his constant efforts to im
prove the quality of apprenticeship training 
for members of his own union. The high 
value he has placed on continuous training 
for skilled craftsmen has resulted directly 
in new and improved programs of training 
for journeyman members of his union as 
well. 
· Today, the apprentice and journeyman 

training system of the United Association of 
Plumbers anct Pipe Fitters in conjunction 
with employers at both the national and 
local level is rightfully considered one of the 
very best, if not the best, in this country. 

Two characteristics of Pete Schoemann's 
fight for bigger and better apprenticeship 
.programs deserve mention. One is his resist
ance to substitute methods of training in the 
form of spot training in some few skills of 
the trade for a short.er period of time than 
the full five years which his craft requires. 
Secondly, there has been his insistence that 
apprenticeship and journeyman training are 
primarily matters for joint labor-manage
ment determination and control; and that 
while government assistance is welcome and 
profitable and even deserved, the nation's 
various systems of apprenticeship training 
must never become comprehended into, and 
consumed by, an overall governmental man
power program. 

By way of proving this latter point, his 
international union under his direction has 
established in conjunction with large inter
state or national construction firms a very 
interesting trust arrangement known as the 
International Training Fund. Although, in 
the construction industry, apprenticeship is 
locally directed and locally financed in the 
first instance, it is the role of this Fund to 
assist local training programs through direct 
financial grants, and also by maintaining 
a corps of five full-time technical experts in 
the field whose job is to help local appren
tice committees improve the quality of their 
training. I understand that this Interna
tional Training Fund has made grants total
ling more than $8 million in the ten years 
it has been in existence, and that all of this 
money was contributed in the first place by 
employers of union plumbers and pipefltters. 

This emphasis on the rightful place of 
private enterprise in the total American 
scheme of things is an example of Pete Schoe
mann's political and social philosophy. The 
American trade union movement today is 
distinguished from labor organizations in 
many foreign countries by the fact that it 
believes in the fundamentals of the capital
istic or private enterprise system. Pete 
Schoemann, however, is one of those Ameri
can labor leaders who stands out by being 
unafraid to say just that; that is, he is not 
-content to give lip service to such things as 
private ownership of the means of produc
tion, competition in the market place, and 
the right of business owners to a fair profit, 
while relying largely on government initiative 
to solve our big social problems. He fre
quently speaks out on the rightful role of 
business and labor in solving some of these 
problems, not merely as following the leader
ship of public officials, but sometimes as tak
ing the initiative. 

Lastly, any tribute to Pete Schoemann at 
:this time from a Republican would be in-

complete without mentioning his outspoken 
insistence just within this past year upon 
greater political independence for the labor 
movement. Labor has always maintained a 
formal or technical klnd of political neutral
ity, and every now and then supports a 
Republican. I myself am very proud of the 
constant and loyal support I have received 
from union members and their chosen lead
ers in my own congressional district. Some
times though, we are led to believe that it is 
almost futile for a Republican member of 
Congress to vote for what he conscientiously 
believes is the real welfare of the working 
men and women of this country, because his 
Democratic opponent in the next general 
election is sure to take what is sometimes 
called a more "liberal" stand on certain 
issues, and this alone will be sufficient to 
win him the endorsement of the labor move
ment. 

Pete Schoemann has lately pointed out, 
in connection with the fate of the 14(b) 
repeal and the situs picketing bill, that "lib
eral" and "pro-labor" do not always mean 
the same thing. I believe this point is very, 
very well taken and heartily recommend this 
consideration to other leaders in the trade 
union movement. I belleve we are begin
ning to see the signs of an awakening to 
t his p0litical truth. I believe we saw that 
during the AFI.r-CIO Executive Council 
meeting this past winter down in Miami. 
I believe we saw that also during the Na
tional Legislative Conference of the Build
ing and Construction Trades Department 
held here in Washington this past March. 
Most assuredly, liberal and pro-labor are 
not the same thing, and they who are mostly 
intent upon securing enactment of a long 
list of welfare programs are not necessarily 
they who recognize the need for legislation 
that will stimulate organizing initiative on 
the part of labor and enable labor to better 
serve the welfare of its membership at the 
bargaining table. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. At this time I WOUld 
like to call upon Congressman HENKY REuss 
of the 5th District to make a special presen
tation to our distinguished guest. 

Mr. REuss. Thank you very much. 
Reverend Clergy, colleagues, brothers and 

sisters: Wisconsin is illustrious for its 
cheese, renowned throughout the world for 
its beer, but there is nothing of which it is 
prouder than its great, clean, progressive 
labor movement. And no man has brought 
more luster to that movement than that 
peerless plumber, that sterling steamfitter, 
that genial journeyman, Pete Schoemann. 

A lot of us in Milwaukee, when Pete left 
for bigger things in Washington a dozen 
years ago, were "fearful that this might go 
to Pete's head, that he would forget b.is old 
friends in Wisconsin and the problems of 
Wisconsin. But as the history of the last 
dozen years demonstrates, he has not. for
gotten us. And we have not forgotten you, 
Peter. 

I have the privilege of presenting on be
half of the Wisconsin State Society to you. 
Peter, a flag of the United States which has 
flown over the United .States Capitol. If 
anyone doubts that fact, I have in this 
packet .a letter duly signed and subscribed 
to by J. George Stew.art, Architect of the 
Capitol, saying it has fiown over the West 
Wing of the Capitol. It may be the last flag 
ever to fly over it. [Laughter.] 

I know, because the love of your country 
has been your great philosophical character
istic all your life. that this flag wlll ripple 
proudly over the Schoemann home and 
illuminate your love for your country-and I 
hope, sir, remind you that Wisconsin loves 
JOU. 
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On behalf of the Wisconsin State Society I 

proudly present this flag to you. 
Mr. ScHOEMANN. Thank you very much. 
Mr. HENDRICKSON. Some months ago the 

Wisconsin State Society thought it would be 
an excellent idea to have a suitable award or 
citation to confer deserved public recognition 
on distinguished · citizens of our State. We 
felt that since we were the Wisconsin State 
Society of Washiugton, D.C., that our recipi
ent should be a p~rson who has distinguished 
himself in some way, both in our home State 
and also here in the Greater Washington 
Area. 

The man we selected to receive our Dis
tinguished Citizenship Award certainly fills 
the bill on both counts. He was a leading 
citizen of the City of Milwaukee and the 
State of Wisconsin, not only in his chosen 
field of labor union leadership, but in anum
ber of other civic activities as well. He left 
all that behind to come here to Washington 
to become a top executive official of his own 
international union. His union, The United 
Association of Journeymen and Apprentices 
of The Plumbing and Pipefitting Industry, 
has been known for many years as an organi
zation which was willing to try bold new 
experiments in labor management relations. 
It is a union which in the past has been in 
the habit of producing national leaders. 
Among its members have been numbered the 
late Senator Patrick V. McNamara from our 
neighboring State of Michigan, who passed 
away just this year; also, the late Martin P. 
Durkin from another of our neighboring 
states, Illinois, who was Mr. Schoemann's 
predecessor as !?resident of the union and the 
first Secretary of Labor under President 
Eisenhower. Another outstanding member 
of the same union is Mr. George Meany, the 
first and until now the only president of 
Ameriea•s merged labor federation, the 
AFL-CIO. 

I would like to mention also that we are 
most happy to have with us today still 
another of Mr. Schoemann's fellow union 
members, Mr. James A. Brownlow, who until 
his retirement was president of the Metal 
Trades Department, AFL-CIO. 

For the rest, I think I will let this scroll 
tell its own story. 

The scroll says: "Th.e Wisconsin State So
ciety of Washington, D.C. Presents to Peter 
T. Schoemann its Distinguished Citizenship 
Award. 

"Whereas Peter T. Schoemann is a native 
son of the State of Wisconsin, having been 
born in the City of Milwaukee, where here
ceived his formal education and his appren
ticeship training in his chosen calling, the 
plumbing trade; and 

"Whereas he labored faithfully at that 
trade. in Milwaukee for many years; and 

"Whereas he answered the call of his 
brother journeyman plumbers. to serve their 
interests as an officer of Plumbers Local 
Union 75 of Milwaukee for eighteen years; 
and 

"Whereas he occupied an influential role in 
building up the city of Milwaukee by serving 
as President of the Milwaukee Building and 
Construction Trades Council for some 
twenty years; and 

"Whereas he was not content to confine his 
abilities and influence to his home town 
alone, but played an active role also in his 
international union, serving as ·an elected 
official of that body from 1928 continuously 
to date; and 

"Whereas dearly as he loved the labor 
movement, he was unwilling to allow it to be
come the sole focus of his attention, but 
instead devoted himself to the general wel
fare of his fellow Wisconsinites by serving· 
on, and sometimes chairing, such bodies as 
the Milwaukee Board of School Directors, the 
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Wisconsin State Board of Vocational Educa
tion, and the Housing Authority of the City 
of Milwaukee; and 

"Whereas in 1955, he was chosen General 
President of one of America's largest and 
most influential trade unions, the United 
Association of Journeymen and Apprentices 
of the Plumbing and Pipe Fitting Industry 
of the United States and Canada, a position 
to which he has been twice re-elected unani
mously by conventions of that body; and 

"Whereas in the exercise of his high office, 
he has given the American trade union move
ment a constant and faithful example of 
wisdom, courage and admini~trative excel
lence; and 

"Whereas he has never allowed his neces
sary involvement in large national and inter
national issues to cause him to forget that 
the welfare of his brothers is grounded upon 
protection of his union's work jurisdiction 
and continuous training; and 

"Whereas he was most instrumental in 
preserving and reshaping the Natio~al Joint 
Board for the Settlement of Jurisdictional 
Disputes in the Building and Construction 
industry, for the purpose of keeping intra
industry disputes in private hands where 
they belong; and 

"Whereas he has encouraged and promoted 
the extension and improvement of appren
ticeship training, the only adequate form 
of training for preparing a journeyman to 
work at his trade; and 

"Whereas under his guidance, the United 
Association cooperated with national con
struction firms to establish the Interna
tional Training Fund, an altogether 'unique 
institution for the purpose of providing 
financial and technical assistance to train
Ing programs for apprentices and journey
men; and 

"Whereas by establishing the Internation
al Training Fund, both the United Associa
tion, under his leadership, and the national 
construction firms have orovided a model 
which other skilled crafts may well follow 
in training the craftsmen needed by Amer
ican industry, thereby saving American tax
payers millions of dollars annually; and 

"Whereas as a Vice President of the AFL
CIO, he has fought a vigorous campaign for 
an American labor movement, whose affil
iates are unified in purpose and free to 
pursue their individual members' needs; and 

"Whereas his ability and interest in in
ternational labor affairs have led to his 
twice being appointed as a labor advisor 
to International Labor Organization confer
ences, and as an AFL-CIO delegate to a 
Congress of the International Confedera
tion of Free Trade Unions; and 

"Whereas his knowledge, skill and author
ity within the labor movement have caused 
him to be named to such bodies as the Atomic 
Energy Commission Labor Management Ad
visory Commitee, the National Manpower 
Advisory Committee, the Advisory Commit
tee on Vocational Education, and the Mis
sile Sites Labor Commission; and 

"Whereas in all of his service to various 
private and public interests, he has kept 
steadfastly before him the truth that labor 
is not the same thing as government, while 
business is different from both; so that while 
he has shown a capacity for tempering pri
vate demands in the light of public neces
sity, he has refused to equate Iabor· states
manship with a forgetfulness of the needs 
of those who elected him to union office; and 

"Whereas especially by this means, he has 
prov~ded an example of leadership that iS' 
a bulwark of American democracy, wherein 
the state is not the whole of Society; and 

"Whereas he has, for all the causes abov& 
recited, reflected glory and honor upon his 
native State of Wisconsin, and endeared 

himself to his fellow Wisconsinites who now 
reside in Washington, D.C.: Therefore, be it 

"Resolved, That on this thirteenth day of 
July in the year of our Lord the nineteen 
hundred and sixty-sixth, and of the state
hood of Wisconsin the one hundred and 
eighteenth, the Wisconsin State Society of 
Washington, D.C. hereby confers its Distin
guished Citizenship Award upon Peter T. 
Schoemann, with all the rights and privileges 
consequent thereto." 

Mr. SCHOEMANN. Most Reverend Bishop 
Tanner, Honorable Congressmen, Mr. Toast
master, Members of the Wisconsin State So
ciety of Washington, D. C., my Colleagues 
and Friends: 

I am deeply grateful for this honor you 
have paid me, and :r cannot tell you how 
much pleasure it gives me to accept this 
award here in the company of so many 
friends from the labor movement and from 
the State of Wisconsin, with whom I have 
been associated for many years. 

It is a special honor to accept this award 
from my two good friends of many years 
standing, the distinguished Congressmen 
who have the highest seniority rank among 
members of their respective parties in our 
Wisconsin congressional delegation, CLEM 
ZABLOCKI and AL O'KONSKI. Both of them 
are friends of the working people of this 
country, and both have stood up time and 
time again to be counted on issues where 
the welfare of all our citizens was at stake. 

Incidentally, the same goes for the man 
who earlier made the presentation of the flag 
that flew over the Capitol, that dedicated 
and very able Representative :from Milwau
kee, HENRY REUSS. 

Thank you too for all the good wishes for 
a successful convention which so many of 
you have expressed to me here today. 

I am especially pleased by those words in 
the scroll which say that labor statesman
ship is not the same thing as forgetfulness 
of those who elect you to omce. When you 
say statesmanship, you immediately suggest 
the relation of the individual citizen to the 
state and government at various levels, and 
you ·also suggest the relation of the individ-

. ual to his community at various levels. 
There are situations where the overriding 
concerns of the larger community require us 
to curb our own particular aims and am
bitions, but we do not always arrive at the 
goal by forgetting our own special interests 
from the very beginning. I wonder whether 
we have not become so cynical in our view of 
certain things which go on here on Capitol 
Hill, for example that we miss the deeper 
meaning in a complex process that makes 
our American democracy work. 

Thus, labor unions, business interests, 
farm interests, the school lobby and all the 
rest are often described as pressure groups 
for special pleaders. Statesmanship for 
their representatives is supposed to consist 
in forgetting their own special aims to take 
the broader, general welfare viewpoint. 

In the field of economics, we once had the 
unseen hand of Adam Smith. The theory 
was that, if everyone sought his own maxi
mum gain most selfishly, then by the opera
tion of an unseen hand the selfishness of all 
would produce the greatest good for all. 
During the years of the Great Depression, if 
not before that, we finally learned that the 
hand was not only not seen, it simply wasn't 
there. 

Could it be that the- pendulum has now 
swung too far in the opposite direction? 
Could we be missing the important lesson 
that the general welfare is sometimes very 
wen served by those seeking their own private 
interest, that sometimes it eannot be well 
served in any other way? 
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The better job one makes of his own 

talents and his own possibilities, the more 
he has to contribute to the general welfare. 

Furthermore, proposals made in the name 
of public interest are not always what they 
claim to be, and unless they are subjected 
to the criticism which springs from private 
interest, what we could end up with is a 
great collection of foolishness enacted in the 
name of the general welfare. Special pleaders 
then serve as devil's advocates to make our 
public-spirited servants prove their case. 

Perhaps our great public policy debates 
are somewhat similar to the situation we 
have in a courtroom. The judge is there to 
serve the administration of justice, but so 
are the lawyers for the plaintiff and the 
defendant. The judge does it by being an 
impartial judge; the lawyers do it by being 
the most persuasive advocates they can be 
for their own respective clients. To get the 
whole job done, we need the impartial ju
dicial decision of the judge, and we also need 
the special pleading of the attorneys for 
both sides. For one thing, justice cannot be 
served unless the litigating parties get every
thing that is coming to them, and to get that 
they have to fight for it. For another, on a 
given question it can happen that the judge 
is wrong while one of the special pleaders 
might be right. 

And so it happens that our private groups 
can serve the general welfare by making out 
the best case they can for their own special 
interest. Since the start of this year, anum
ber of such issues have come up involving 
my own and other unions. 

One such issue is that of the wage guide
lines. We are supposed to be acting in the 
public interest if we keep negotiated wage 
gains within the guidelines, and contrary to 
the public interest if we exceed them. But 
is it in the public interest, given our free 
enterprise economic system, for labor orga
nizations to bow their heads meekly to a 
decision in which they had no opportunity 
to participate, and which is dictated unilater
ally by an agency of the government? No, 
not of the whole government, but only 
of its administrative branch. Much the 
same can be said of business firms on the 
question of price decisions that are made. 

Another such issue would be the relation 
of federal manpower policy to the institution 
of craft apprenticeship. It is alleged that 
apprenticeship, in its present state, cannot 
:provide the skilled craftsmen needed by 
American industry, and that therefore those 
who sponsor apprenticeship should permit 
and even encourage the establishment of 
every sort of less-than-apprenticeship train
ing program. To do so is said to be in the 
public interest, and to obstruct the new de
velopment, so it is argued, can proceed only 
from motives of selfishness. 

Our argument with this position is that 
its wisdom does not equal its sincerity. It 
overlooks the truth that even now many gain 
entrance to the skilled crafts without ap
prenticeship preparation, and that some of 
them do not survive very long; that many of 
those who leave the skilled trades were not 
totally without training, but rather did have 
some kind of vocational school or technical 
institute training, approximately the equiv
alent of what they would receive under 
many of these manpower training proposals. 

To take another example, the racial issue 
is indeed a serious national issue, and the 
achievement of full racial equality and racial 
justice would be a precious national asset. 
But have we not other precious national 
assets which need not be torn up and con
signed to the rubbish heap for the sake of 
solving this one problem in social justice? 
The school system which does not discrimi
nate on racial grounds would be a precious 

national asset, but so--I would argue--is 
the neighborhood school, provided it is not 
used as a cover-up for discrimination. It is 
good and right that our society provide 
everyone a full and fair opportunity to work 
at the occupation of his choice, but so is 
the requirement that a person make some 
effort on his own part to obtain the occupa
tion that he chooses to follow. 

While there is a selfishness and a self
centeredness that is disruptive of the com
munity, so is there a well-regulated love of 
one's own self and one's own group, and a 
socially necessary campaign for self-interest, 
both personal and collective. 

Again, I want to express my appreciation 
to the officers and members of the Wisconsin 
State Society of Washington, D.C., and to 
everyone here present who has played a part, 
large or small, in · these various activities 
that are recorded in this handsome scroll 
you have presented to me, and that was 
made possible by my activity in my labor 
organization that I love· so dearly. 

This scroll will occupy a place of honor in 
my office and be a constant reminder in my 
remaining years of the inspiration and en~ 
couragement I have received over these many 
years from my fellow Wisconsinites. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. HENDRICKSON. At this time I WOUld 

like to call on Honorable John F. Henning, 
Undersecretary of Labor. 

Mr. HENNING. Mr. Chairman, Friends: I 
am honored to be here in joining in this 
tribute to Pete Schoemann. 

The mere mention of the name Wisconsin 
recalls some of the great progressive tradi
tions of American political life. In fact, I 
think we can agree that in the years between 
the turn of the century and the First World 
War, Wisconsin was perhaps the most en
lightened, the most active of all the states 
in terms of social legislation. 

Wisconsin was the first state in the union 
to acknowledge the coining of the Industrial 
Revolution and establish those industrial 
laws which would protect the worker against 
the abuses of the factory system. And it is 
only proper that a state with such traditions 
should honor Pete Schoemann. 

Pete is President of one of the greatest 
trade unions of America. In fact, by family 
tradition I am compelled to say he is Presi
dent of the greatest labor union in this na
tion. 

Pete, I would meet another loyalty test. 
I must say that you head the second most 
skilled craft in America. The first, of course, 
being the lathers. The lathers of Los An
geles and Boston where Neil Haggerty worked 
his trade. 

It is a great tribute that Wisconsin pro
vides to Pete Schoemann today. It is a 
magnificent thing. Pete has given the great 
years of his adult life, the great productive 
years of his life, and he gives them still, to 
the national interest and the cause of the 
American worker. He has achieved wonders 
for the people he represents but above that 
he represents the independence and the in
tegrity of the American trade union move
ment. Pete Schoemann and men like him 
have made the AFL-CIO the greatest trade 
union organization in the history of the 
free world. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. At this time I WOuld 
like to call upon Congressman JOHN A. RACE 
for a presentation to our distinguished guest. 

Mr. RACE. Thank you, Mr. ChairmaJ:l. 
Honorable Bishop, Our Honorable Guest 

today, My Colleagues, Members of the Wis
consin State Society and Officers and Mem
bers of the different union organizations 
present. 

Pete, it is a distinct honor to be with you 
today and I want to personally congratulate 

you. I feel very akin to you. I happen to 
have been a member of the Machinists for 
the past 25 years. I have served on the State 
Board of Adult Education of Wisconsin re
cently, and I see our background is similar. 
I don't think I will ever be a president of 
an international, but being a Member of 
Congress is another honor. I hope to stay 
here awhile. 

I have a letter here, Pete, from the Wiscon
sin Congressional Delegation, which I would 
like to read : 
"Mr. PETER T. SCHOEMANN, 
"General President, United Association of 

Plumbers and Pipe Fitters, Washington, 
D.C. 

"DEAR PETER: The Wisconsin Congressional 
Delegation wishes to take this occasion to 
thank you for the honor you have brought 
to our State, the Labor Movement, and the 
Nation. 

"We know that you are one of the great 
leaders of the Labor Movement. We also 
know of your contribution in the field of 
education, both academic and vocational. 
For eighteen years you were a member of the 
Wisconsin State Board of Vocational Edu
cation serving under Wisconsin Governors of 
three different political parties. 

''You believe that democracy demands wis
dom of the average man. Without the exer
cise of wisdom, free institutions and personal 
liberty are inevitablY' imperiled. For this, 
we thank you. 

"In the exercise of your high office, you 
have given the American Trade Union Move
ment a constant and faithful example of 
wisdom, courage, and foresight. You have 
imparted to the falnillar language--what too 
many have come to treat as the cliches of 
Christian! ty-a new poignancy and vibrance. 
You did not do so by reciting them, but 
by proving that it is possible to live them. 

"Because much work remains to be done, 
we hope that you wlll be with us a long time. 
The people of the Labor Movement need 
your services, the young people of America 
need your example of selfless dedication, and 
we need your friendship and counsel. We 
not only wish you success in your approach
ing Convention, we predict it. 

"With kindest personal regards, we are 
"Sincerely yours, 

"Senator WILLIAM PROXMIRE, Senator 
GAYLORD NELSON, Congressman LYNN 
F.. STALBAUM, Congressman ROBERT W. 
KASTENMEIER, Congressman VERNON 
W. THOMSON, Congressman CLEMENT 
J. ZABLOCKI, Congressman HENRY S. 
REuss, Congressman JoHN A. RAcE, 
Congressman MELVIN R. LAIRD, Con
gressman JoHN W. BYRNES, Congress
man GLENN R. DAVIS." 

And also last but not least, the dean of 
our Congressional Delegation, "Congressman 
ALVIN E. O'KONSKI." 

Mr. SCHOEMANN. Well, this is a very pleas
ant surprise. I am deeply moved and sin
cerely grateful to both Senators and all of 
the Congressmen from my home State for 
the kind sentiments and good wishes ex
pressed in this letter. 

And I am deeply pleased to accept it from 
such a fine, outstanding young Congress
man as JoHN RAcE. JoHN may your per
formance during this 89th Congress mark the 
beginning of a long and successful career 
here in Washington. Thank you again. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. We have men from all 
walks of life and the labor movement with 
us. I would like to introduce a Federal Judge 
who is a member o! the Wisconsin State So
ciety, Jim Durfee. 

I want to thank Bob Sharer, Charlotte 
Norris, Bob McMillen of the United Associa
tion who is on Pete Schoemann's staff, Larry 
Gilbertson, Past President and Awards Com
Inittee Chairman of the Society, .Dick Nelson 
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and John Loomis o! the committee; as well 
as Carm Dye and Sukey Wray. 

At this time I would like to close by call
ing on Bishop Tanner before he glves his 
benediction to t~ll u.s of a little sidelight on 
our honored guest. 

Bishop TANNER. This will only take about 
a. minute but it is a. story that I think is 
important to illustrate Pete's character. 

SENATE 
FRIDAY, JULY 15, 1966 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
and was called to order by the Acting 
President pro tempore (Mr. METCALF}. 

Rev. Edward B. Lewis, minister, 
Capitol Hill Methodist Church, Wash
ington. D.C., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 God of mercy and love, we are 
deeply disturbed this morning as we come 
before Thee in prayer. Life many times 
shocks us because of the actions of 
man's inhumanity. In this U.S. Senate, 
we are grateful that the individual citi
zen is remembered in his needs. The 
importance of the one person, the one 
opinion, the one conviction, the one vote, 
the one tragedy that affects all of us 
makes this government of the people, 
for the people~ and by the people lasting 
and strong. 

Today, this Nation, 0 God, is shocked 
by the murder, by a deranged person, of 
eight lovely girls training to be nurses in 
Chicago. It is for our own needed dis
cernment that we recognize the evil 
facing mankind on every hand. We are 
a part of this evil because we do not 
sincerely seek a spiritual, moral, and 
mental development of our people to 
help in these days of tensions, despair, 
anxiety, and unrealistic evaluations of 
life. Forgive us and help us, 0 God. 

We pray Thy strengthening and com
forting presence upon the families who 
are numb at this moment. Only the 
Most High can bring them from the 
depths of despair and mourning. 

Be with our President, this governing 
body, the Nation, and the individual citi
zen that ali may contribute to the solu
tion and prevention of personal and 
world tragedy. Shape us into a better 
nation, a peaceful people, and a world 
with a future. Mold us and make us 
after Thy will. we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
July 14, 1966. was dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILL 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were commu
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Jones, one 
of his secretaries, and he announced 
that on July 13, 1966, the President had 

There aren't many people in this room who 
were adults . in 1932, the black. desperate 
days of the depression. At that time I was 
in youth work in Milwaukee and we were 
graduating a class of about 75 young men 
from law school who could probably earn 
$75 a. month any place ln town. Pete gave 
them a. talk and an opportunity which I :re
gret to say they didn't take. It amounted to 
this~ He wanted them to get jobs in a shop 

approved and signed the act (S. 2950) 
to authorize appropriations during the 
fiscal year 1967 for procurement of air
craft, missiles, naval vessels. and tracked 
combat vehicles, and research, develoP
ment, test, and evaluation for the Armed 
Forces, and to maintain parity between 
military and civilian pay, and for other · 
purposes. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore laid before the Senate a. message 
from the President of the United States 
submitting sundry nominations, which 
were referred to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

CFor nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed a bill <H.R. 15'150) to 
amend further the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, as amended, and for other 
purposes, in which it requested the con
currence of the Senate. 

HOUSE BILL PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The bill <H.R. 15750) to amend fur
ther the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 
as amended, and for other purposes, was 
read twice by its title and placed on the 
calendar. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. FULBRIGHT, !rom the Committee 

on Foreign Relations,. without amendment: 
S. 3498. A bill to facilitate the carrying out 

of the obligations o! the United. States unde:r 
the Convention on the Settlement o! In
vestment Disputes Between States and Na
tionals. of Other States, signed on August 27, 
1965, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1374); 
and 

S.J. Res. 167. Joint resolution to enable 
th3 United States to organize and hold an 
International Conference on Wate:r for Peace 
1n the United States in 1967 and authorize 
an appropriation therefor (Rept. No. 1373). 

By Mr. LONG of Louisiana, !rom the Com
mittee on Finance, without amendment: 

H.R. 318. An act to amend section 4071 
o! the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (Rept. 
No.1375). 

and not to m~ntion they eve:r went to high 
school. and above all that they were grad
uated ·lawyers. but. to wo:rk themselves :UP to 
be shop stewards and a.fter tha.t Pete would 
pull them up in the labor movement. 

I have never forgotten it because in those 
days a union wasn't very popular and unions 
needed intelligent leadership. And Pete had 
the intelligence to offe:r it. 

(Benediction}. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COM
MITTEES 

As in executive session. 
The following favorable reports of 

nominations were submitted: 
By Mr. LONG of Louisiana, from the Com

mittee on Finance: 
Winthrop Knowlton, of New York, to be an 

Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 
By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee 

on Foreign Relations: 
Executive F, Protocol to the International 

Convention for the Northwest .Atlantic Fish
eries, relating to measmes of conuol, and the 
protocol to the Inte:t:national Con\lention for 
the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries, :relating to 
the entry into fmce of. proposals adopted by 
the Commission (Ex. Rept. No. 'l}. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were · introduced, read the first. 

time, and, by unanimous consent,. the 
second time, and referred as follows.: 

By Mr. PASTORE (by request): 
S. 3617. A bill to amend the Atomic Energy 

Act of 1954, as amended. and the EURATOM 
Cooperation Act of 1958, as amended; to the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

(See the remarks of Mr. PASTORE when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear under 
a separate heading.) 

By Mr. ROBERTSON: 
S. 3618. A bill to make certain expenditures 

for public facilities by States, municipalities. 
or other local public bodies more fully al
lowable as local grants-in-aid for purposes of 
title I of the Housing Act of 1949; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. DOUGLAS: 
S. 3619. A bill to amend the Tariff Act of 

1930 to provide for the temporary suspension 
of duty on certain steel cylindrical tanks; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. MILLER: 
S. 3620. A bill to amend the Social Security 

Act to expedite and facilitate adjustments of 
payments under certain conditions; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

(See the remarks of Mr-. MILLER when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear under 
a separate heading.) 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE 
RECORD 
On request~ and by unanimous con

sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc .• 
were ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

By Mr. RANDOLPH: 
Address delivered by Viee President HuM

PHREY to participants in the Fourth Annual 
National Youtb Camp, and the address of 
the President at the commissioning of the 
new research ship, the Oceanographer. 

Program, leadership seminar 1n1tJatJr-g
C1t1zen Worishop& on Clean Water for Amer
ica, welcoming remarka by Reynolds T .. 
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